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The Genzale Plating site is an electroplating facility, which occupies a 
24,000-sqUare-foot area in Franklin Square, Nassau County, New York. Land use in the 
area is predominantly residential, with a wetlands area located approximately 3 miles 
southeast of the site. The site overlies a Class II aquifer, which is tapped by three 

~ water supply wells within 1.5 miles of the site. Since 1915, the Genzale Plating 
Company, Inc., operated an electroplatinq facility onsite .. Records indicate that 

1pper, 'ilver, zinc, cadmium, nickel, and c~romium compounds, as well as acids and 
4eaners, were used durinq platinq processes. wastewaters qenerated froa the ...... 

electroplatinq operations were discharqed to tour subsurface leachinq pits. Followinq 
a 1;81 county inspection, the owner was required to discontinue onsite contaminant 
diacharqe to the leacninq pits. Testinq of the wastewater samples from the pits 
indicated heavy metal concentrations in excess of State discharqe standards. In 1982, 
36 cubic yards of contaminated material were excavated; but the entire•excavation was 
neve~ completed. In April 1983, a State investiqation dete~ined that onsite 

~~contaminants presented a potential public health threat because the site is in close 
proximity to public water supply wells. The primary contaminants of concern affectinq 
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Abstract (Continued) 

·-~ soil and qround water are VOCs includinq PCE and TCE; other orqanics includinq PARs; 
and metals includinq arsenic, chromium, and lead • 

The selected interim remedial action for this site includes treatinq soil usinq in-situ 
vacuu. extraction and vapor phase carbon adsorption to control emissions, followed by 
excavatinq 1,600 cubic yards of the treated soil and 480 cubic yards of topsoil and 

L- material from the leachinq pits, followed by offsite treat .. nt and disposal; backfillinq 
the excavated areas with clean soil: pumpinq and treatment of qround water usinq 
precipitation to remove metals, followed by air strippinq, with reinjection onsite and 
offsite disposal of treatment residuals. The estimated present worth ~ost for this 
remedial action is $6,358,700, which includes an annual O'M cost of $223,800. 

L_ P£BFOBMANCE SIAHQABQS oa ~&ALS: Chemical-specific soil clean-up qoals include TCE 

-

1 mq/kq. Ground water treatment will be desiqned to reduce the metals concentrations in 
the treated qround water below the Federal and State qround water ·standards. 
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Kaae: Ganzala Plating Company 
Location/State: Franklin Square, Nassau County, New York 
EPA Reqion: II 
HRS Score (date): 33.79 (May 1986) 
NPL Rank (date): I 789 (July 1987) 

ROD 

Data Signed: March 29, 1991 

Selected Remedy 

Soils- In-Situ Vacuum Extraction;surface·Excavation/ 
Leaching Pit Excavation/Off-Site Treatment and 
Dispo~al/Fill With Clean Soil 

capital cost: $ 
o ' M/Year: $ 
Present Worth: $ 

1,891,200 
32,700 

2,449,500 

GroUD4vatar- Pumpinq/Metals Precipitation/Air. stripping/ 
Reinjection 

Capital cost: $ 
0 ' M/Year: $ 
Present Worth: $ 

Remedial, EPA 

971,500 
191,100 

3,909,200 

• 

Primary contact (phone): Janet Cappelli (212-264-8679) 
Secondary Contact (phone): Douglas Garbarini (212-264-0109) 

Daft 

Type: inorganic (e.g. cadmium, chromium, lead, nickel) and 
organic (1,1,1-trichloroethane; trichloroethylene; 1,2-
dichloroethane) 
Medium: ground water and.soil 
Origin: Pollution originated during the operation of the 

Genzale Plating Company. The processes used 
resulted in the generation, storage and disposal of waste 
water into four unlined leaching pits. 



SXT£ NAME ANP IDCUXON 

Genzale Platinq Company, Franklin Square, Nassau County, New York 

STATJ:MENT OF BASXS AHQ PURPQSE 

This decision document presents the selected r .. edial action for 
the Genzale Plating Company site, located in Kassau County, New 
York, which was chosen in accordance with the·coaprahensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, as 
amended, 42 o.s.c. S 9601, et seq., and, to the extent 
practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution 
contingency Plan, 40 C.F.R. Part 300. The attached index 
(Appendix V) identit!es the items that comprise the 
administrative record upon which the selection of the remedial 
action is based. 

Ihe State of New York concurs with the selected remedy. 

ASSESSMENT · OF THE SXTJ: . 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this 
'ite, it net addressed by implementing the response action 
selected· in this Record of Decision, may present an imminent and 
substantial endanqerment to.public health, welfare, or the· 
environment. 

DESCRiptiON OF SELECTED BngQX 

This operable unit represents the first of two planned tor the 
site. It addresses the treatment of both groundwater in the 
immediate vicinity of the property and those soils contaminated 
primarily with heavy metals and volatile orqanics. The selected 
groundwater remedy is an interim action and does not constitute 
the final action for groundwater. ·The second operable unit will 
involve the study and possible remediation of a plume of 
groundwater contamination downgradient of the property. 

The major components of the selected remedy include: 

Groundwater 

• Containment of the most highly contaminated portion of 
contaminant plume: 

• Treatment, via metal precipitation and air strippinq, of 
contaminated groundwater in the Upper Glacial Aquifer to 
drinkinq water standards prior to reinjection; and, 

-
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A Disposal of treat=ant residuals at a RcRA Subtitle C 
facility. 

• Collection of data on aquifer and contaminant response ~o 
remediation measures. 

A In-situ vacuum extraction tor volatile organics followed 
by surface excavation over the entire property, and-deeper 
excav3tion of leaching pit "hot spots"; · 

• Off-site treatment and disposal of excavated material at a 
RCRA subtitle c facility; and, 

• Backfill with clean soil. 

STATQTOBX DE1Ea~INATIONS 

~· selected remedy is protective of human health and the 
e~viro~ent, complies with Federal and State requirements that 
are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the 
remedial action, and is cost-effective. The selected remedy 
utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment 
technologies to the ••xi~~ extent practicable and satisfies the 
statutory preference for re~edies that employ treatment that 
reduces-toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element for 
the on-site soils. 

The selected groundwater re~edy is an interim action and it does 
not constitute the final re~edy tor the groundwater portion of 
the site. Therefore, the statutory preference for remedies that 
•~ploy treat~ent that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as a 
principal element will be addressed at the time of the final 
response action. Subsequent actions are planned to address fully 
the potential threats posed by a plume of groundwater 
contamination. 

The need for conducting a five-year review will be evaluated upon 
completion of the second operable unit. 
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SXTE HA.'m I IQgTXQH MD DESCBXprXOH 

The Genzale Plating Company site (the •site") includes tte 
property located at 288 New Hyde Park Road in th• Town o! 
Franklin Square, Nassau county, New York. The Genzale Platinq 
Company facility ("Facility•) lies immediately adjacent to New 
syde Park Road, Xalb Avenue, and Cathedral Road on the west, 
east, and north, respectively (see Fiqure 1). Tbe prope~ies 
immediately adjacent to and surrounding the Genzale Plat~q 
facility are primarily residential. 

The Facility occupies an area of approximately 24,000 s~~are 
~eat. The western portion of the Facility property is occupied 
by a two story building which houses the company o~fice, platinq 
facility, and chemical storage area. The eastern portio~ of the 
Facility is undeveloped and serves as an outdoor storage yard and 
parking lot. Subsurface structures located in the yard includa 
sanitary and industrial sewer lines, and four atandoned 
wastewater leaching pits. 

Census data indicate that the population density in the vicinity 
ot ~~e Facility is estimated to be on the order of 3,000 to 6,000 
persons per square mile. The properties immediately adjacent to 
and surrounding the Facility are predominantly residential. . 
Although swall businesses do exist, they are ger.erally restricted 
to New Hyde Park Road both north and south of the Facili~y. 
Agricultural land use is not practiced in the area surrc~dinq 
the Site. -

Regionally, the naturally-occurring surface soils are a sandy 
loam which generally promote rapid infiltration of preci~itation 
to the qround~ater. Site specific soils and these of the 
surrounding area are, however, classified as urtan soils. 
Greater surface runoff of precipitation is characteristi: of 
developed areas (i.e., buildings_ and pavement). The qround 
surface at the Facility is entirely unpaved and therefore 
exposed. 

Directly underlying the Site is the Upper Glacial Aquite:, which 
is designated with the federal classification II ~or a d:inkinq 
water source. Although not ge~erally used as a potable "Jater 
s~pp~y, it is tapped by three Jamaica Water Sup~ly CompL,Y wells 
within 1-l.S miles of the Site. · Most water supply wells in the 
vicinity of the Site are screened within the deeper Magctny 
Aquifer. The Magothy aquifer, underlying the glacial se~iments, 
is the thickest hydrogeological unit on Long Island. In the 
vicinity of the Site, it is estimated to be app~oximately 350 -
400 feet thick. Although this aquifer is confined in scuthern 
Lonq Island, it is believed to be unconfined or under sani
confined conditions in the vicinity of the Site. In the Site 
area, sroundwater flow is in a south-southwesterly direc:ion. 

The nearest do•~gradient surface water bodies to the Sita are 
located approximately 3.2 miles southwest and 3.0 miles 
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southeast, at Valley S~ream State Park and Xampstaad Lake State 
Park, respac:ti vely. The slope of the ground surface between the 
Site and these surfaca vater bodies is lass than 1 percent. Cfhe 
nearest wetland area is located approxi .. taly 3.0 ail .. to the 
southeast of the Site in Hempstead Lake State Park. There is no 
designated New York State significant habitat, aqric:ultural land, 
nor historic or lan~k site directly· or potentially affected ~ 
conditions at the Site. ~are are no endangered species or 
critical habitats within close proximity of the Site. 

SITE HISTORY Nfp EN1QBg;HEHT ACTMTXE$ 

The Genzale Platinq Company, Inc. (tbe •company•) is an 
electroplating facility that has bean in operation at this Site 
since 1915. over t~e, the production activities and chemicals 
used in the electroplating process have changed. The earliest 
record of operations at the Genzale facility dates back to 1952. 
At that tiDe, processing vas reported to have involved anodizinq 
and cadmium, zinc, and brass platinq. In 1954 electroplating 
operations are on record as utilizinq the following chemical 
sonpounds: copper, cyanide, silver cyanide, zinc cyanide, cadmium 
oxide, chro~ic acid, nickel sulfate, sulfuric acid, nitric acid, 
and alkali cleaners. The relative quantities of cheaicals used 
at the Site durinq ~is period of time are unknown. 

At present, the coz;any electroplates such products as automobile 
antennas·and component parts; tops and bottoas.of ~11 point 
pans: and housewares such as can and bot~le openers. The 
electroplatinq process performed at the Site since 1959 involved 
a number of different steps which included the usa of a variety 
of chemicals. The electroplatinq process is carried out by 
dipping and advancing the materials to be plated throuqh a series 
of processinq tanks or vats. Rinsinq the aatal parts between 
each processinq tank generates wastewater which is discharqad to 
the municipal sewer system for disposal. Previously, wastewater 
was discharqed to t=e subsurface laachinq pits located in the 
rear yard area of t:e Site. It should be noted, that wastewater 
was detected in three of tbe four leachinq pits as recently as 
1981. Distillation of spent solvent (1,1,1-trichloroetbane) is 
presently in operation on tbe Site to condense out clean product 
tor re-use. The sludqe remaining from the distillation process 
is stored on-site fer eventual removal. 

In April 1981, the liassau County Department of Health ("HCDH•) 
conducted an inspe~ion of the Genzale facility. During this 
inspection, HCDH nc~ed that industrial wastewater from tbe 
platinq facility was beinq discbarqe4 to at least three· of four 
on-site leachinq pi~. HCDH repr8sentatives instructed caapany 
personnel to discontinue discbarqe to the laachinq pits at that 
time. In addition, wastewater samples ware obtained frOil the 
·laacbinq pits by NC~B and submitted for laboratory analysis of 
inorganic compounds only. 'l'be results indicated that the 
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wastewater samples exhibited h•avy ••tal concentrations in excess 
of Mev York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
("HYSDEC") discharqe standards. 

In March 1982, the Company's owners contracted GUilla 'l'EC 
consulting Engineers to excavate potentially contaminated 
materials f%'011 the leaching pits. An estimated total of 36 CU):)ic 
yards of •atarial was removed from three of the laachinq pits at 
the Facility. Due to a lack of financial resources available to 
the Company, leachinq pit excavation was not completed. 

Wood~~r~-Clyda c~nsultants, Inc. ("WCCI") performed a site survey 
in April 1983, under contract to the HYSDEC. WCCI concluded that 
contaminant transport from the Site presented a •relatively 
lov•, yet potential public health threat due to the Site's 
proximity to a number of public water supply walls. The. nearest 
supply vall is approximately 1300 teet east or the Site. In June 
1986, the Site was added to the EPA National Priorities List of 
Superfund sites. 

A special notice latter vas issued to the company on December 31, 
1987 by the EPA. Basad upon the Company's response it was 
determined that it was financially unable to conduct the investi
gative activities at the Site. Accordinqly, EPA proceeded with 
the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study C"RI/FS"). A 
work plan for the RI/FS was completed in october 1988, however 
field work could not be initiated due to probl ... obtaining 
access. In August 1989, EPA issued an Access order to the 
Genzala Plating Company so that field work could commence. As a 
result ot the company's failure to comply, EPA sought and was 
qranted a court rulinq in October 1989 which enforced the terms 
of the Order. Field work for the RI/FS began in November 1989 
and vas completed in February 1990. 

HIGRLIGRTS OF COMMQNITY PABTICIPATION 

A Co:=unity Relations Plan for the Site vas finalized in November 
1988. This document lists contacts and interested parties 
throughout government and the local co .. unity. It also estab
lished communication pathways to ensure timely dissemination of 
pertinent information. Subs•quently, a tactsheet outlining the 
RI sacplinq program was distributed in November 1989 and a public 
availability session vas held on November 21, 1989 to answer 
questions. 

The RI/FS reports and the Proposed Plan tor the Site were 
released to the public on February 22, 1991. These documents 
were made available to the public in both the administrative 
record file and the information repositories maintained at the 
EPA Record Center room in Region 2 and at the Franklin Square 
Library. A press release concerning the availability of the 
RI/FS reports, ~~e Proposed Plan, and the initiation of the 

-
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public comment period Vas iss~ec1 on Februafif 22·, 1991. A public 
notice was publishec1 in a local nevspaper which provided a lO~ay 
pUblic comment perioc1, enciing on March 23, 1991. In acidition, a 
pUblic aeetin9 vas held on March 13, 1991 at which 
representatives fro• EPA and HYSDEC answered questions about the 
prOblems at tba Site and remedial alternatives under 
consideration. All comments which vera received hy EPA prior to 
the enc1 of the pul)lic COJIIJDant period, including those expressed 
verbally at tbe public meeting, are addressed in the 
Responsiveness summary which is attached, as Appendix E, to this 
Record of Decision. 

Tbis decision document presents the selected ramedial action for 
the Genzale Plating Company site, in Franklin Square, New York, 
chosen in accordance vith the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, compensation, and Liability Act ("CERCLA"), as amended, 
and to the extent practicable, the National contingency Plan. 
The decision fo~ this Site is based on the administrative record. 

SCOP!! AND ROLE OF JU:SPOHSE ACTIQN 

Tbe areas of concern addressed by this response action include 
soils and groundwater in the vicinity of the Facility. These 
_:e&s cf the Site pose the principal threat to human health and 
the en~iro~ent because of risk from possible ingestion, 
inhalation, or der=al contact with the soils and/or groundwater. 

. Al tho~gh the results of the RI/FS indicate the need for an 
interim groundwater remedial action, EPA vas unable to delineate 
tbe extant of the qroundvater plume beyond the Facility property. 
An additional investigation of the nature and extent of the plume 
will be initiated under a second operable unit. The purpose of 
this· interi2 groundwater remedy is to work toward the overall 
goal of aquifer restoration, but it cioes not constitute the final 
action for groundwater. · 

The overall objective of this response action is to reduce the 
concentrations of c-ontUlinants in the on-site soils to levels 
which are protective of human health anc1 the environment, to 
reduce the concentrations of contaminated groundwater underlying 
the Facility in order to reduce the risk associated witb the 
conta=inants, and to prevent further deterioration of the area 
groundwater. 

~~~X OF SITS CP~-~\ctERISTICS 

Previous investigations anc1 the RI (Ebasco, 1991) have shown that 
there were discharges of untreated process wastewater to leaching 
pits located in the rear yard area of the Site. Media sampled 
during the re=edial investiqation included surface soils, 
sutsurface soils, and groundwater. 
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TVo rounds of unfiltered groundwater samples were collected from 
eight monitoring valls, six installed at the Facility and two 
installed downqradient of the Facility, tour water supply wells, 
one County monitoring vall, and one private irriqation well. The 
locations of the aonitorinq wells at the Facility and the 
dovnqradient wells are shown on Fiquras 2 and 3, respectively. 
The wells at the Facility were installed and screened in both 
shallow (30 - 40 ft below surface) and deep (60 - 70 feat below 
surface) portions of the rpper Glacial Aquifer. Groundwater 
level measure=ents obtainaa·trom the newly installed wells 
indicated tha~ qroundwater generally occurred 32 - 36 feat below 
the surface. Exceedingly hiqh contaminant values vera 
consistently detect~ in shallow wells located at the Facility. 
The tour volatile organic compounds which were most abundant from 
beth a concentration and frequency of occurrence basis include: 
trichloroethane (TCE), 1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA), 1,1-
d~chloroethene (DCE), and tetrachloroeth•ne (PCE). TCA and TCE 
were present at the qreatast concentrations in tbe groundwater 
~~erlyinq the Facility (1,100 and 500 parts per billion, 
respectively). Inorganics such as chromium, nickel, copper, 
~!~ium, manganese, and iron were also detected. Maximum 
-~~centration levels of primary contaminants of concern in the 
groundwater can be found in Table 1. 

aurface/S~surtaca Soils 

The soil samplinq.progra= involved the determination of lateral 
and vertical extents of contamination by obtaining samples from 
seven surface soil locaticns, six soil borinqs, two leaching pit 
borinqs, and three ~onitorinq well borinqs. All soil samplinq 
locations are depicted .on Fiqure 4. Many ot the contaminants 
found in the soils were the sa.De as those found in the 
qroundvater. Table 2 lists the overall maximum, averaqe, and 
minimum concentrations of conta~inants detected in the on-site 
soils. 

The surface soils vere s~pled between a depth"of 0 - 2 feet 
belo~ grace. Inorqanic cc=pound concentrations exceeding 
ra;icna! ~ack;round levels ~ere detected at almost all surface 
soil locations saapled. Typical background concentration levels 
of inorganic co=pounds are shown on Table 3. Inorganic compounds 
consistently detected at elevated levels include: chromium, 
copper, lead, nickel, and zinc. The highest concentration of 
most, if.not all, inorganic compounds at the surface were 
detected at borinq location SB-06. This boring vas advanced 
directly through a fo~er leaching pit. Maximum surface 
concentrations at SB-06 include chromium at 14,800 mq/kq 
(tackgrour.d (bq) 10- 80 Dq/kq), nickel at 46,400 mqjkq (bq 4 -30 
mq/kq), lead at 1,440 mqfkq (bq 3- 30 mqjkq), and copper at 
11,200 mqjkq (b; 2- 100 mq/kq). The highe~t values of volatile 
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organics in surface soi~s vera a~so detected in samples located 
at SB-06. The ·~~ ccncantration of 'l'CE detected at 0 - 2 
feat is ·reported at i'2o ug/]tg. . _ 

Inorganic co•pounds consistently detected at el.vatad values in 
subsurface soi~a include: c:hroaiua, nickel, lead, and to a luau 
extent, copper and cac:bim~. 'l'ba highest concentratioM of thue 
compounds are generally ~atected in subsurface soils of aa.pling 
locations sa-o&, sa-o', sa-os, and sa-02. In veneral, inorq&Dic 
compound concentrations cacreasa with depth fraa ..ximua values 
exhibited at (0 - 2 feat) or near (approximately 5 feat below 
grade) the surface. '!be ~iawa chromium value detactecl at the 
Site was 27,300 ag/~9 in sa-o6 at a depth of 2 - 4 feet. High 
levels of chromium, nickel, and lead ware detected in locations 
SB-05 and SB-02 occurring at depths of 10 and 30 feet, 
respectively. The distribution of organic contaminants and the 
concentrations at whi~ ~•Y occur in subsurface soil vary 
greatly upon location. Volatile organics detected·aost 
frequently include TCt ar.d TeA (maximum concentrations of 53 and 
1.aqt~q, respectively). 

The vola3e of soil cont~inatad ~y organic compounds is estimated 
to be 3,150 cubic yarcs. The areas of organic contamination, 
approximately 2500 square feat, are depicted on Figura 5. Most 
of the inorganic cont&3ir.ation was detected in the top 4 - 5 feet 
ot the Site, rasultinq in approxiaataly 1,600 cubic yards of 
contaminated soil, w~th ~· exception of inorganic contaaination 
as deep as 40 feet ~elo~ vrade related to the former leaching 
pits. The estimated a2o~t of this deeper inorganic 
contamination is 480 .cubic yards. This amount is basad upon the 
leaching pits being betve~ 12 - 18 teet in depth and 12 feet in 
width and assumes that s~ils within roughly 2 feet of these 
par~atars would also re,~ire excavation. 

SVJ?-UX OP SITE BISJSS 

A baseline risk assess~ent vas developed as part of the remedial 
investigation for the Site. The risk assessment evaluates the 
potential impacts on hu:L, health and the environment if the 
contamination at ~e Site is not re=ediatad. The assessaent also 
anticipates potential future uses for the Site. This information 
is used by EPA to D&ka a deter=dnation as to whether remediation 
of the Site is required. 

Two scenarios were devalcped based on current (industrial) and 
possible future (residential) land use at the Facility. Onder 
both scenarios, several pathways (direct contact, inhalation and 
ingestion) were evaluated for exposure to surface and subsurface 

.soils, air,· and qround·~tar usa4 for drinkin; and doaastic 
purposes. The populations evaluated included nearby residents, 
current and future on-site workers, future on-site developaent 
workers, and future on-site adult and child resident~. An 
exposure assessment vas conducted to estimate the magnitude, 
frequency, and duration of actual and/or potential exposures to 
the ch~icals of potential concern via all pathways by which 
humans are potentially exposed. Exposures were basad on 
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reasonable •axi.Jiwl concentrations'· calculated as the 95th _ 
percentile upper confidence limit of the geoaetric aean. This 
reasonable .aximua.exposure is defined as the hiqhest exposure 
that is reasonably expected to occur at the Site for individual 
and combined pathways. 

Based on the evaluations performed durinq the risk assessment, 
the contaainants which are likely to pose the most significant 
risks to hwaan health and the environment (i.e., chemicals of 
concern) vera identified for the soil and groundwater. The 
chaicals concern in the soil are cadmium, chromium, nickel, 
barium, lead, copper, arsenic, trichloroethane,· bis (2-ethyl
hexyl) phthalate, and cbrysene. The chemicals of concern in the 
qroundvater are trichloroethane, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, 
1,1-dichloroe~~ene, tetrachloroethane, cadmium, chromium, copper, 
lead, and nickel. The maximum concentrations of these 
contaminants are prov~ded in Table 1. All levels of primary 
contaminants detecte~ in the groundwater exceeded federal and/or 
state drinking water standards. 

unear c~-rent EPA guidelines, the likelihood of carcinogenic 
(cancer causing) and noncarcinogenic (non-cancer) effects due to 
·~osure to site chemicals are considered separately. EPA 
.;o.;r.siders carcinoqenic risk in the r~nge of 10·4 to 10·6 to be 
acceptable. This risk range can be"interpreted to mean that an 
individual may have a one-in-ten-thousand to a one-in-a-million 
ihcreased chance of developinq cance~ as a result of site-related 
cx;:sure to a carcinogen over a 70~year lifetime under the 
specific exposure conditions at the Site. 

Potential carcinoqenic risks were evaluated usinq the cancer 
potency factors developed· by the EPA for the chemicals of 
concern. Cancer potency factors ("CPF"s) have been developed by 
EPA's Carcinogenic Risk Assessment Verification Endeavor for 
estimating excess lifetime cancer risks associated with exposure 
to pcten~ially carcinogenic chemicals. CPFs, which are expressed 
in units of (mg/kg-day)"1, are multiplied by the estimated intake 
of a potential carcinogen, in mg/kq-day, to generate an upper
bound estiaat• of the excess lifetime cancer risk associated with 
exposure to the compound at the intake level. The term •upper 
:::.:.~:!" re!lects t!:e conserva~ive es-ti:ate ot the risks calet:late~ 
fro• the CPF. Ose ot this approach makes the underestimation of 
the risk highly unlikely. CPFs for c~emicals of potential 
concern can be found on Table 4. 

EPA's baseline risk assessment indicates that the most 
siqnifieant public health risk results from the ingestion of 
qroundweter, inhalation of qroundwater volatiles (i.e., while 
shoverinq), and direct contact and ingestion of soils. Table 5 
s~rizes the baseline risk assessment results. Under the 
future-use scenario, ingestion of groundwater in the vicinity of 
the Facility by ott-Facility adult residents would present an 
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excess cancer risk of 2 .56 x 10·3 : inc;estion ._ of cp.-oundwatar by 
on-Facility adult res14knts would pr-ent aft'~acess cancer risk 
of 2.!5 x 10·3 and for on-Facility child residents an exc-• -
cancer risk of 1. 7 x 10·3 • This indicates that fUture off
Facility and on-Facility adults have approximately a three-in
one-thousand additional chance of developing cancer, and on
Facility children have a two-in-one-thousand additional chance of 
developin9 cancer, as a result of drinking this groundwater. 
Onder·the future-use scenario for on-Facility developaent 
workers, inhalation of the Site soils during construction 
activity would present an excess cancer risk of 9.96 x 10·'. 
This indicates that an on-F~cility worker i~volved in 
const~ction and excavation activities would have approximately a 
one-in-one-thousand additional chance of developing cancer. 

The non-cancer risk associated wi~ different pathways was 
assessed using a hazard index ("HI•). approach, based on 
comparison of expected contaminant intakes and safe levels of 
intake Cr•terence doses). Reference doses (RfDs) have been 
developed by EPA for indicating the potential far adverse health 
effects. The chronic and subchronic RfDs for chemicals of 
potential concern can be found on Table 4. RfDs, which are 
expressed in units of milligram pe~ kilogram par day (mg/kg-day), 
are estimates of daily exposure levels tor humans which are 
thought to.be sate over a lifetime (including sen•itive 

·individuals). Estimated intakes of chemicals from environaantal 
media (e.g., the amount of a chemical ingested from contaminated 

.... soil) are compared with the RfD to derive the hazard quotient for 
the contaminant in the particular aedia. The HI is obtained by 
adding the hazard quotients for all compounds across all •edia. 
An HI value qreater than 1.0 is ccnsidered to pose an 
unaccepta~le non-cancer risk. Under the current-use worker 
sc•nario, inhalation and ingestion of Site soils contributes to 
an HI of 2.2. Onder the future-use scenario, ingestion of 
groundwater for off-Facility adult residents presents an HI value 
of 86.2; ingestion of groundwater for on-Facility·adult residents 
presents and HI value of 86.2 and for on-Facility child residents 
an HI of 114 -; ingestion and dermal contact with soils for on
Facility adult residents contributes to an HI value of 2.56 and 
for on-Facility child residents an HI of 15.4: inyestion and 
dermal contact with Site soils ~Y future on-Facil ty workers 
presents and HI of 2.2 and for fut':lre Site development workers an 
HI of 23.9. For soil pathways, tte chemicals of concern wbich 
contribute the most to the BI val~es are chromium and nickel. 
For qroundwater pathways, tbe larqest ch .. ical contri~utors are 
antimony, chromium, and nickel. 

The risk assessment contains the conclusion that inhalation of 
Site soils by current off-Facility residents does not present a 
non-cancer risk nor an excess cancer risk. 

1 



I 
In SWIIJIIary, it is evident that the contaainants in sails at the 
Facility· and underlying groundwater w~rrant remediation in order 
to prevent tbe·cantioued deqradat~on of groundwater quality~ 
the area and to reduce their associated risks. 

vncertaintias 

The procedures used to assess potential human health risks in 
this evaluation are subject to wide uncertainties. In general, 
the main sources of uncertainty in this assessment include: 

• environmental chemistry samplinq and analysis: 

•· exposure modeis and assumptions: and 

• toxicaloqical models and parameters. 

Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in part from the 
potentially uneven distribution of chemicals in the media 
sampled. Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to 
the actual levels present. Environmental chemistry analysis 
error can stea from several sources including the errors inherent 
in the analytical methods and characteristics of the matrix bainq 
sampled. Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to 
estimates of how often an individual would actually come into 
contact with the chemicals of concern, the period of time over 
which such exposure wculd occur, and in the models used to 
estimate the concentrations of the chemical so concern at the 
point of exposUre. Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in 
extr~polatinq both from animals to humans and from high to low 
doses of exposure, as wall as from the difficulties in assessing 
the toxicity of a mixture of chemicals. These uncertainties are 
addressed by·aakinq very conservative assu=ptions concerning risk 
and exposure parameters throughout the assessment. As a result, 
the risk assessment provides upper bound estimates of the risks 
to populations near the Site, and is highly unlikely to 
underestimate actual risks related to the Site. 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this 
Site, if not addressed by the preferred alternative or one of the 
other active measures considered, may present a current or 
potential threat to the environment throuqh the qroundwater 
pathway. 

D;ESCBiptiON OF ALTJ:RNATIVES 

Following a screeninq of remedial technoloqies in accordance with 
the NCP, five remedial alternatives were developed for 
contaminated groundwater and six for contaminated soil. The 
alternatives were further screened based on technical 
considerations such as effectiveness, implementability, and cost. 
The present worth costs listed below for all soil and groundwater 
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alternatives are basad on a 30-year period and a 5t discount 
rata. 

a .. e4ial Alter.Dativea ~or CoDtaaiD&te4 Soils (SC) 

• sc-1: No-Action 

• sc-2: Surface Excavation/Off-Site Treatment and 
Disposal/Capping 

• sc-3: In-Situ Vacuum Extraction/In-Situ Stabilization 
(Soli~itication)/Soil cover 

• sc-4: In-Situ Vacuum .Extraction/Excavation/Off-Site 
Trea~ent and Disposal/Fill with Clean Off-Site Soil 

• SC-5: In-Situ Vacuum Extraction/Surface Excavation/ 
Excavation of Leaching Pits/Off-Site Treatment and 
Di~posal/Fill ~ith Clean Off-Site Soil 

Alternative sc-1: No-Action 

Capital Cost: $ 65,600 
- Annual Operation ' Maintena~ce (O ' M) Cost: $34,400 

Present Worth Cost: $650,000 

' -

-

Time to Implement: 6 months 

CERCLA requires that tbe No-Action alternative be considered as a 
baseline !Qr comparison with-other soil alternatives. Onder this 
al~ernative, the con~aminated soil would be left in place without 
treat~ent. A long-term monitorinq program would be impl .. ented 
to track the migration of contaminants from the soil into the 
groun~•ater utilizing existing monitoring well clusters·as well 
as a total of 10 newly installed cluster walls. This alternative 
also includes the development and maintenance of a public 
awareness and education proqram for the residents and workers in 
the area surrounding the Facility. Since this alternative would 
involve no contaminant removal, CERCLA requires that a Site 
subject to such a selected re=edy be reviewed every five years. 
If justified by the review, remedial actions may be implemented 
to remove or treat the wastes. 

Al;ernative sc-2: Su;:ace Excayatign/Off-Site Treatment and 
Dispgsal/Cappin; 

Capital cost: $1,257,100 
- o ' M Cost: $32,700 

Present Worth: $1,815,400 
Time to Implement: 30 months 

This alternative would involve the re~oval of the top 4 - 5 teet 
ot contaminated soil from approximately 10,280 ft2 of the open 
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area (entire open area is lS,OOO ft2) of the Site. Tbe total 
volume of excavated aaterial is estimated to be·l,600 cubic 
yards. The excavated soil would be transported to an of~-site 
permitted Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) facility 
for treatment and disposal. For purposes of estimating cost for 
this alternative, as well as Alternatives sc-4 and sc-5, it is 
assumed that these soils would be treated via stabilization/ 
solidification. Off-site transport would ca.ply with all federal 
and state transportation requirements. The excavated area would 
be filled with clean soil. The entire open area (16,000 ft2) 
would than be graded and capped with a 6-inch asphalt cap, to 
prevent leachinq of subsurface· contaminants into the qround
water through infiltration. Since this alternative would result 
in contamination remaininq on-site, five year reviews and lonq
term monitorinq would be required. 

Alternative sc-3: In-Situ Va;u~ £xtraction/In-S~tu Stabilization 
CSolidificationl/Soil cover 

capital cost: $1,965,600 
o ' M Cost: $27,200 
Present Worth:.$2,439,300 
Time to Implement: 36 months 

Onder this· alternative, the contaminated soil would be left in 
place, undisturbed: no excavation would be required. An in-situ 
vacuum extraction process would be employed over portions of the 
volatile orqanic contaminated area (2,500 ft2) to remove the 
contaminants, aainly TCE, from the soil to ·r mg/kq.· This process 

.would involve the installation of approximately 5 vacuum 
extraction wells, . each vi th a maximum depth of 3 o f~et·. The 
vacuum wells would be connected via a piping system eo a skid
mounted, high volume vacuum pump. The vacuum pump would pull air 
throuqh the contaminated soils, within a radius of 20 feet from 
the wells, depend·ing on soil composition and volatility of the 
contaminants. The air containing the stripped volatile organics 
would be fed through a condenser to remove moisture and then 
throuqh an emissions control system, i.e., a vapor phase carbon 

·adsorption system to remove volatilized organics. 

While in-situ vacuum extraction is beinq applied to applicable 
portions of the Site, an in-situ stabilization process would 
begin in another portion of the Site and continue until the 
entire inorqanic contamination has been immobilized. The 
aprroximate area of inorqanic contamination varies from 10,280 
ft at the surface to 8,850 ft2 at a 34-ft depth. The process 
would incorporate mechanical mixinq and injection of reaqents to 
immobilize both orqanic and inorganic contaminants. The 
stabilizinq additives polymerize with the soils producinq a 
cement-like mass. For each type of contaminated soil, the 
additives used varies and would have to be optimized. An on-site 
batch mixinq tank supplies the proprietary chemical additives. 
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once :both processes are complete, a 6-inch cover of clean soU 
would then be plac•ct ov.er the entire yard ar~ (.16, ooo tt2) • 
Since this alternative would result in contilination r ... ining 
on-site, ~iva year reviews and lonq-tara monitoring would be ~ 
required. 

Alternative sc-4: In-Situ Vacuum Extraction/Excavltipn/Off-Site 
TreatDent and Qisposal/Fill with Clean Off
Site Soil 

Capital Cost: $8,974,600 
o ' K Cost: none 
Present Worth: $8,974,600 
Time to Implement: 42 months 

This alternative is identical to Alternative SC-3 except that the 
contaminated soil in areas ranqinq rom 10,280 ft2 at. the surface 
to 8,850 ft2 at a 34-ft deptb of the contaminated yard area of 
the Site would be excavated and transported off-site for treat
ment and disposal. In-situ vacuum extraction would be conducted 
first in order to prevent exposure of workers and residents to 
volatile orqanics and to reduce orqanic contaminant levels such 
t~at only inorqanics would require treatment off-site prior to 
disposal. Approximately 11,700 cubic yards of contaminated soil 
would be transported to an off-site RCRA permitted treataent ancl 
dis~osal facility. This total excavation amount is baaed on the 
assu:ption that all elevated levels of contaminants scattered 
throughout the Site would need to be excavated • The excavated· 
area would be filled with clean soil, compacted and graded. 

. . 
Alte:nativc SC-S: In-Situ Vaeyug Extraction/Surfact Excavatipn/ 

Excavation pf Llachinq Pits/Off-Sita Traatwtnt 
and Disppsal/Fill with Clwan Oft-Sitw Spil 

Capital Cost: $1,777,410 
0 ' H Cost: none 
Present Worth: $1,777,410 
Time to I~plement: 36 aonths 

This alternative is the samw as Alternative SC-4 except that the 
amount of soil to tw excavated would be different. After the in
situ vacuum extraction is conducted, the top 4 - 5 teet of the 
cont~inatea yard area of the Site would be excav3t~~, resultinq 
in approximately 1,600 cubic yards of material to be transported 
for off-site treatment and disposal. Durinq the course of the 
initial excavation when the leachinq pits or •bot spots• can be 
further delineated throuqh additional borinqs and samplinq, the 
excavation would continua until all contaainated soils wert 
removed. The estimated amount of soil that would be excavated 
from the leachinq pits is 480 cubic yards. This amount is based 
upon the leaching pits being between 12 - 18 fett in depth and 12 
feet wide and assumes that soils within 2 feet of th~se 



parameters would also need to be excavated. Tba excavated areas 
would be backfilled with clean soil and tha anti~• op~ area 
(16,000 ft2) would than be qraded. 

· Remedial Alternatives for Conta~inated Groundwater CGWl 

• GW-1: No-Action 

• GW-2: Limited Action 

• ~ft-3: PUmping/Metals Precipitation/Air Stripping/ 
Reinjection 

• G~-4: Pumping/Metals Precipitation/Carbon Adsorption/ 
Reinjection 

• ~~-5: PUcping/Hetals Precipitation/UV-Chemical Oxidation/ 
Reinjection 

• Gft-7: Pu:pinq/Pretreatmant/Discharqa to Local Publically 
owned Treatment Works (POTW) 

Capital Cost: $65,500 
o ' M costf $26,900 
Present Worth: $534,600 
Time to Implement: 6 months ~ 

T~e No-Action alternative would only include a lonq-term 
monitoring program to sample the miqration of contaminants of 
concern in the aquifer. The cont~inants in the groundwater 
would be left to attenuate without any treatment. A total of 
twelve monitorinq wells, includinq existinq upqradient, Facility, 
and downqradient wells would be utilized in order to sample the 
groundwater from the shallow and deeper portions of the aquifer 
and to track contaminant miqration. Reqular five-year reviews 
would be perfor:ed to assess the need for additional remedial ~-
actions. 

altirnative GF-2: Limited action 

Car!~~l cost: $99,300 
o 'M Cost: $29,700 
Present Worth: $611,500 
Time to Implement: 36 months 

This alternative would include a lonq-term monitorinq program, as 
described in Alternative GW-1, and also an institutional control 
proqram to restrict the usa of the aquifer. The contaminants in 
the qroundwater would be left to attenuate without any treatment. 
Institutional controls, such as well permit restrictions, would 
be implemented to limit the use of the aquifer downqradient of 
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the Facility for both potable and municipal purposes. Aa with 
Alternative GW-1, regular five year review' ~oul4 be nec .. sary to 
assess the need for further respon•e actions • 

Alternative ~ft-3: ~;nq/~etals Precipitation/Air Stripping/ 
Rll,DJict10D 

Capitol Cost: $971,500 
o I H Cost: $191,100 
Present Worth: $3,909,200 
Time to Implement: 36 Months 

The major features of this alternative would include groundwater 
collection, treat2ent, and reinjection of the treated groundwater 
and a performance monitoring program. 

The collection system would consist of one extraction vall to be 
installed at the southwestern corner of the Facility into the 
Vpper Glacial Aquifer to a depth of approxiaately 70 feet in 
order to extract 28,800 gallons per day (qpd) of groundwater from 
the Site conta~inant plume. The groundwater would than be piped 
to an on-site treatment facility consisting of two major 

·process: 1:.reat:ent to re:aove metals bi" chemical precipitation., 
flocculation, clarifica1:.ion and filtration: and, air stripping 
followed by carbon adsorption to remove volatile organic 
contaminants. The treatment systea would be designed to 
effectively reduce the metal concentrations in the treated 
groundwa.ter below the federal and New York State groundwater 
standards. Any sludge generated during the ..tal removal process 
~ould be disposed of in a RCRA Subtitle c landfill. Tbe spent 
carbon would be transported off-site for disposal or regeneration 
and reuse. The treated groundwater would then be reinjected into 
the aquifer through a reinjection well. The siting of the . 
extraction and reinjection wells would be completed during the 
design phase based on technical criteria. 

Alte;native GW-4: pympinq/Metals Precipitation/Carbgn Adsot;tion/ 
Rtinieciton 

capital cost: $1,062,900 
o ' M Cost: $201,600 
Present Werth: $4,162,000 
Time to Implement: 36 Months 

The major features of this alternative would be the same as that 
of Alternative GW-3. The unit processes used i~ this alternative 
are similar to those of Alttrnative GW-3 with the exception.that 
the unit operation for organic removal would be achieved by a 
liquid phase carbon adsorption·system rather than the air 
stripping system. 
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Altarnativ• gw-5: Pumping/Metals PracipitatipntqV-Cbtmical 
Oxidatipn/Reiniection 

capital cost: $·i,011,200 
o 'M Cost: $274,100 
Present Worth: $5,224,800 
Tim• tQ Implement: 36 months 

Tha major features of this alternative would be tha same as that 
at Alternative GW-3. The unit processes used in this alternative 
are similar to those of Alternative GW-3 with the axception that 
the unit operation for organic removal would be achieved by a ov
chemical·axidation ·system rather than the air stripping system 
used in Alternativa GW-3 or the liquid phase carbon adsorption 
system used in Alternative GW-4. With a uv-cheaical oxidation 
system, the groundwater would be mixed with a ~ot hydrogen 
paroxide solution and then pumped to a 20 qpm uv-chemical 
oxidation reactor. The organic contaminants are converted to 
carbon dioxide (C02), water, and chlorides. 

Alternative GW-7: pumpinq/Pretreat~ent/Discharqe tp L9cal POTW 

Capital Cost: $760,100 
o 'M cast: $180,700 
Present Worth: $3,537,900 
Tim• to Implement: 42 aonths 

The major features of this alternative would includa groundwater 
collaction, pratreatmant, and discharge of the treated . 
groundwater into the sewer line adjacent to the Site on Kalb 
Avenua which leads to the Bay Park Sewage Treatment Plant located 
10 miles south of the Site. The unit process used in this 
alternative for the removal of heavy metals would be the same as 
that used in Alternative GW-3. The organic removal in this case 
is achieved by the activated sludge system (secondary wastewater 
treatment system) at the Bay Park Sewage Treatment Plant. · 

SPMMAB,Y OF COMPABATIV'E NfnLYSIS OF ALTER:~ATIVES 

All remedial alternatives were evaluated in detail utilizing nine 
criteria as set forth in the OSWER Directive 9355.3-01. · These 
criteria were developed to address the requirements of Section 
121 of CERCLA to ensure all important considerations are factored 
into remedy selection decisions. 

The following "threshold" criteria are the most important and 
must be·satisfied by any alternative in order to be eligible for 
selection: 

....... 
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~••bold criteria • overall protection of human health and the 
environment: and 

• Compliance with applicable or relevant and 
appropriate raquiramants to the axtaDt 
practicable. 

The following "primary balancing" criteria are used to make 
- comparisons and to identify the major trade-offs between 

alternatives: 

Vrimary B&l&DCiDg 
Criteria 

• Long-tara effectiveness and permanence: 
• Reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume 

through treatment; 
• Short-term effectiveness: · 
• Implamentability; and 
• Cost • 

._ The following "modifying" criteria is considered fully after the 
formal public co=ment period on the Proposed Plan is complete: . 

-

Modifying Criteria • State/support agency acceptance; and 
• Com=unity acceptance. 

The nine criteria are sum=arizad below: 

1. overall Protection of Human Health and the Enyironpent 

. 

This criterion addresses whether or not a remedy.provides 
adequate protection and describes bow risks are aliainated, 
reduced or controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or 

- institutional controls. 

-

Protection of hu=an health is the central mandate of CERCLA. 
Protection is achieved primarily by taking appropriate action to 
ensure·that there will be no unacceptable risks to human h~alth 
or the environment through any exposure pathways. 

2. C;~pliance with ~'' 

This criterion addresses whether or not a remedy will meat all 
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS') 
and/ or provide grounds for invoking waiver. ARARS can be 
chemical-specific, location-specific, or action-specific. 

3. Lona-tepg Effectiveness and Permanence 

This criterion refers to the ability of a remedy to aaintain 
reliable protection of human health and the environment over 
time, once clean-up levels have been mat. It also addresses the 
magnitude and effectiveness of the measures that may be required 
to aanaqe the risk posed by treatment residuals and/or untreated 
wastes. 
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4. Reduction of Toxicity. MQbility. or yPlgme 

This evaluation criterion relates to the anticipated performance 
of a remedial technology, with respect of these parameters, that 
a remedy may employ. 

s. Short-term-Effectiveness 

This criterion involves the period of time each alternative needs 
to achieve protection and any adverse impacts on human health and 

· the environment that may be posed durinq construction and 
implementation of the alternative. 

&. Implementability 

This criterion involves the technical and administrative 
feasibility of a remedy, includinq the availability of materials 
and services needed to implement the chosen solution. 

This criterion includes both estimated capital and operation and 
:aintenance (O&M) costs. The prese~t wor~h costs are based en e 
30-year period·and a St discount rate. 

8. State/Support Agency Acceptance 

This criterion assesses the technical and adainistrative issues 
and concerns the· state ••Y have reqardinq each of the
alternatives. The factors to be evaluated includes features of 
the alternatives that the state supports, opposes, and any 
reservations the state may identify. 

9. coa,unity Acceptance 

This criterion provides an assessment of any public concerns 
reqardinq any of the alternatives. Factors of community 
acceptance to be discussed include su~port, reservation, and 
opposition by the community. 

Analysis 

The discussion which follows provides a s··--arz· o! t~e relative 
performance of each soil and qroundwater alternative with respect 
to the nine criteria. 

SOIL ALTERNATIVES 

• overall protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Alternative sc-1 does not meet the re~edial objectives, thus it 
would not be protective o! human health and the environment due 
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to the continued miqration of volatile oqanica and inorvanics 
in~o tha qroundwateri Alternatives SC-2, S.C~3, SC-4, and SC-5 
would •••t tba remedial objective ~f proteCting the 4Jr01Ul4wat~ 
!roa tha source. However, Alternatives sc-3 throuqh sc-5 would 
provide a mora permanent solution to tba prablaa since tba 
protectiveness of Alternative sc-2 ralias on tha effectiveness of 
tha asphalt cap. Alternative sc-2 would not aaet tha cleanup 
levels tor prevention of cross-media impacts on tha groundwater 
since only surface soil would be removed. Alternatives sc-3, 
SC-4, and sc-s have tha potential to aaat the cleanup laval for 
volatile orqanics. Alternative sc-3 can effectively imaobilize 
tha remaining contaminants. Alternative sc-5 would maet all 
cleanup levels once the laachinc; pita or'"hot spots"·of 
contaminated are further dalinaatad. Alternative SC-4 can aaet 
all tha cleanup levels in the unsaturated soil since all of tha 
contaminated soil would ba remove from the Site. Alternatives 
sc-2, sc-J, sc-4 and sc-5 would protect nearby resiaents and 
workers by eliminatinq inhalation and direct contact pathways. 

• Compliance with ARABS 

All technoloc;ies proposed for use in Alternatives SC-2, SC-3, 
SC-4, and sc-5 would. na desiqned and impleaented to satisfy all 
ARARs. However, Alternative sc-2 could result in cross-media 
contamination impacts on tha c;roundwater throuc;h leaching of 
contaminants. Federal and state regulations dealing with the 
handline; and transportation of hazardous wastes to an off-site 
treatment facility would be followed. contaminated soil, debris, 
and sediments from tba Site would ba treated usinq specific 
technoloqies or specific treatment levels, as appropriate, to 
comply with R~ Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs). The 
residuals from the treatment processes (i.e., spent carbon) would 
also be treated and disposed of to coaply with LDRs. This 
alternative will comply with LDRs through a treataDility variance 
for the contaminated soil, debris, sediments, and residuals. 
(More detail can be found under tbe "Statutory Determinations" 
section). 

• Lona-term Effectiveness 

Alternative sc-1 would only monitor tha miqration of the 
contaminants and would not provide treatment or containment. 
Therefore, it would not provide ef!ec~ive or permanent lonq-te~ 
protection of·qroundwater or hUQan exposure to soils at the Site. 

Alternatives sc-2, SC-3, sc-4, and·SC-5 would mitiqate the 
significant risks by partial or total removal and/or 
immobilization of Site contaminants. Alternatives SC-4 and SC-5 
would provide the highest deqree of effectivebess sin~• all 
identified contaminated soils would be treated as wall as removed 
from the Site. Alternatives SC-3 can effectively remove TCE·from 
the soil throuqh in-situ vacuum extraction and can effectively 
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immobilize the raaininc;r contuainants: al thouqh the lonc;r-tara 
integrity of the sta!:»ilized soil matrix is unlcDown, .. intenance 
of tbe soil cover over the stabilized soil wou1d help ensure that 
future leaching does not occur. Alternative sc-2 -y not be as 
effective as Alternatives SC-3, SC-4, and SC-5 because it would 
leave contaminants in-place without treatment and relies on the 
integrity of the asphalt cap to prevent further mic;rration and 
cross-media impacts on the c;rroundwatar. 

• Reduction in Toxicity. Mgbility. gr Yolum• 

Alternative sc-1 would provide a vary slow and gradual reduction 
in toxicity throuc;rh natural attenuation. It would provide no 
reduction in contaminant mobility. Alternative sc-2 would 
provide a reduction in mobility ot surface soil contaminants via 
removal and otf-site stabilization and in subsurface contaminants 
by Site capping, but does not reduce the toxicity of the 
subsurface soils. · 

Alternatives sc-3, sc-4, and sc-s aqain are similar, in that each 
would result in significant reductions in the toxicity, mobility, 
an~ volu:e of ~~e treated material. Material toxicity would be 
reduced by removal and in-situ vacuU. extraction of TCE and other 
volatile organics under Alternatives sc-3, SC-4, and sc-s. 
contaminant mobility would be reduced in Alternative sc-3 ·by in
situ stabilization and a soil cover over the treated soil. 
Alternatives SC-4 and sc-s would provide tor reduction in 
toxicity; mobility, and volume through removal ot all 
contaminated soil. Volume increases resultinq·trom stabilization 
of metal conta~inated soil would be minimal in SC-3. 

• Shott-ter; Ettectivtntss 

The implementation of Alternative SC-1 would rosult in no 
additional risk to the community or workers durinq 
imple~entation, since sUbsurface soil would not bo disturbed. 
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Alternatives sc-2, SC-4, and sc-s would include activities such ~ 
as contaminated soil excavation and off-site transport or on-
site treatment that could result in potential exposure ot 
residents and workers to volatilized contaminants and 
contaminated dust. Enqineerinq controls and other measures 
(e.g., restricting access to the £itP. ~o authorized personnel 
or.ly) would effectively eliminate an~ impac~ these activities 
would have on nearby residents. Alternatives SC-3 would include 
in-situ treatment ot contaminated soils, so exposure risk to 
workers and residents from excavation would be minimal. Onder 
Alternatives sc-3, SC-4, and sc-s, proper air emission control 
units would be installed to minimize the potential for public 
health exposures because of low-level emissions from on-site 
treatment units. 
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Alternative sc:-1 wo~~, pe impl-anted in a~proxilllately 30 months. 
Alternatives SC-2, SC•l, SC-4, and SC:-5 would b~ designed and 
constructed in rouqhly 2 years with actual remediation to follow, 
resulting in full implementation time frames ot approxiaately 6, 
12, 18, and 12 months, respectively. 

• Implcmentability 

Components ot all alternatives would utilize relatively common 
construction equipment and materials. Althouqh implamentable, 
some construction difficulty would be encountered with 
Alternatives sc-2, sc-3, SC-4, and sc-5 because of the limited 
Facility space available far equipment. staqinq and material 
handlinq. Alternative sc-3 would not have a space problem since 
no excavation and stockpiling would be required. Alternative sc-
4 would involve maxi~u= excavation and would require the largest 
work area. Alternative sc-1 would be the easiest to implement. 

A deqree of uncertainty exists with the in-situ processes called 
tor in Alternatives SC-3, SC•4, and SC-5,. since these 
technoloqies have only been perforaed.on a limited full-scale 
basis at similar contaminant concentration leyels. However, the 
physical nature of the sails at the Site appear to be optimum for 
the in-situ vacuum extraction process. 

·~ 
Accordinq to the present worth cost estimates tor all 
alternatives evaluated, Alternative sc-4 ($8,974,600) would be . 
the most costly alternative to implement, followed by 
Alternatives sc-3, sc-2, and sc:-5. Alternative sc-1, no action, 
would be the least costly to implement. Present worth considers 
a 5\ discount-rate, and a 30-year operational period for 
Alternatives SC-1, SC-2, SC-3, and SC-5. Since Alternatives 
sc-4 and sc-s do not require any o ' H cost, their present worth 
costs are equivalent to their capital costs. The present worth . 
cost estimates tor the alternatives evaluated are as follows: 

SC-1: $ 
SC-2: 
SC-3: 
SC-4: 
sc-s: 

650,000 
1,815,400 
2,439,300 
8,97.;,600 
1,777,410 

Alternative SC-5 is protective and permanently treats the 
principal threats posed by the Site at a cost of $1,777,410, 
which is much less than Alternative SC-4. 

• Cgraunity Acceptance 

No objections from the community were raised reqardinq the 
selected soil reaedy. A responsiveness summary which addresses 



all comments received durinq the public comment period, includinq 
the March 13, 1991 public meeting, is attached •• Appendix IV. 

• State Acceptance 

The State of New York, through the NYSDEC, has concurred with 
EPA's selected-remedy. The NYSOEC letter of concurrence is 
attached as Appendix III. 

GROUNOWATD't ALTERNATIVES 

A overall Protestiqn qt Human Health and the Environment 

Alternatives ~~-1 and GW-2 would not provide protection of human 
health and the environ=ent. Existing groundwater contamination 
would continue to degrade the aquifer and downgradient 

. groundwater. 

Alternatives G~-J, CW-4, cw-5 and CW-7 .would be much mora 
protective of human health and the environment than Alternatives 
cw-1 and cw-2 since they would be directed at reducinq the 
toxicity, mobility, and volu=e of contaminants in the aquifer and 
protecting dc•~gradient ground~ater frcm further contamination. 

• compliance with AfASs 
. 

Alternatives cw-1 and GW-2 would not comply with federal or state 
drinking water standards or criteria or those ARARs required tor 
protection of the gro~~dwater resources. Neither alternative 
wculd achieve ARARs. 

The desiqn of Alternatives CW-3, CW-4, and GW-5 would be · 
pe~!or:e~ to pe:=it achieve:ent of chemical-specific ARARs tor 
drinkin; water and those required for groundwater protection in 
the treated water stream. Alternative CW-7 would be in 
co=pliance with a discharge permit to a POTW. Each of these 
alternatives would be capable of providinq the required 
contaminant removal levels. Because UV-chemical oxidation 
(Alternative CW-5) experience is limited, its effectiveness is 
slightly less certain but considered achievable. Groundwater 
protection criteria would not be met at all points of the aquifer 
i~eci~~ely upon i=ple~entation of any ot the alternatives. A 
s•cond cperable unie ;=ound~ater inves:i;a~icn would be required 
to dete~ine the need tor potential remediation of the 
downqracient portion of the plume. 

The residuals from the treatment processes (i.e., spent carbon) 
would also be treated and disposed of to comply with LDRs. This 
alternative will comply with LDRs through a treatability variance 
for the spent carbon. 
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• Lgnq-terp Effectiveness and per;ancnce 

Alternatives GW-1 and GW-2 would not provide traatment, l:nlt -
Alternative GW-2 would restrict the usa of the contmainated · 
aquifer for private and municipal purposes. Neither alternative 
would restore the contaminated aquifer for future use. 

Alternatives GW-3, GW-4, GW-5, and GW-7 would all functiQn to 
reduce the potential risk associated with groundwater ingestion 
by extracting and treating the groundwater to remove contaminants 
from the aquifer. The time to achieve ·these risk reductions 
would be limited by the effective extraction rates from the 
aquifer. ~he long-tara effectiveness of any of the syst ... would 
be dependant upon a vall planned aonitorinq program and proper 
operation and maintenance of the treatment system. None of the 
alternatives would be able to remediate the groundwater to 
federal and state standards in a reasonable period, but the 
treatment alternatives would protect downgradient groundwater 
from further contamination·while further investigation of the 
downqradient groundwater is conducted. The reinjection process 
called for in Alternatives GW-3, GW-4, and GW-5 would result in 
conservation of groundwater resources. Alternative GW-7 extracts 
groundwater from the aquif,r and discharges it to a PQTW, thereby 
failing t~ replenish the aquifer. 

Alternative G~-4 would require the disposal of more process 
residuals than Alternatives GW-l, GW-5, and GW-7, since liquid 
p~ase carbon adJorption would be used. The estimated annual 
carbon usage would be approximately 6,000 lbs tor the liquid 
phase activated carbon unit called for in Alternative GW-4 as 
opposed to an estimated 2,000 lbs for the vapor phase carbon unit 
called for in Alternative GW-3. · 

• Reduction in Toxicity. Mobility. or Volume 

Alternatives GW-1 and GW-2 would not involve any removal, 
treatment, or disposal of the contaminants in the aquifer and 
therefore would not be effective in reducing the toxicity, 
mobility, or volume. · 

Alternatives GW-3, GW-4, GW-5, and G~-7 would effectively reduce 
the toxicity, mo~ility, and volu:~ o: co,taminarts in th~ aquifer 

........ to a large:- extent than Al ternati·l'ls wW-1 snd Gii-2, s.inc.:e 
removal, treatment and disposal would be provided. These four 
alternatives would be similarly effective in their reduction of 
the toxicity, mobility, and volume of contaminants. 

• Shott-ter; Effectiveness 

The implementation of Alternatives GW-l and GW-2 would result in 
no additional risk to the community or on-site workers durinq 
re~edial·activities since no majorconstruction activities would 



• 

be conducted. 

Alternatives GW-3, GW-4, GW-5, an~ GW-7 include excavation 
activities, installation of the collection and reinjection/ 
discharqe systems, and construction of the treatment plant that 
could result in potential exposure of residents and workers to 
volatilized contaminants and contaminated dust. The treatment 
plant would be constructed on-site. Proper handling procedures 
at the treatment reagents must be followed for all treatment 
alternatives. All alternatives, except Alternatives GW-1 and 
GW-2, would generate process residuals requiring proper handling 
and disposal. 

Alternatives GW-1 and GW-2 would take lass than 1 year to 
implement. Alternatives ~~-3, GW-4, GW-5, and GW-7 would all 
require approximately 2 years to complete their construction 
prior to operation. 

• Implementability 

Al~ components of Alternatives GW-1 and GW-2 would be easily 
i:plemented. Alternative GW-2 would require that state or local 
authorities impl .. ant institutional controls to restrict the use 
of the aquifer·tor private and municipal purposes. These 
controls would have to be implemented by the state or local 
authorities. Alternatives GW-3, GW-4, GW-5, ·and GW-7 would · 
utilize relatively coc=on construction equipment and materials. 
Site space avail~le for treatment plant construction is limited. 
In light of this, Alter.nativa·GW-7 would ba-the easiest treatment 
alternative to i=plemant since only a pretreatment system would 
be required on-site. However, Alternative GW-7 would require 
that a discharqe permit be granted by local authorities. Tbtra 
is a degree of uncertainty as to whether this permit could be 
obtained. 

The metals precipitation technoloqy common to all treatment 
alternatives is proven and reliable in achievinq the specified 
process efficiency and performance qoals. The air stripper and 
vapor phase carbon unit called for in Alternative GW-3 is a 
proven and efficient method of removing organic contaminants from 
groundwater, as is the liquid phase carbon .adsorption technology 
pre~ose~ for cse in Alternative GW-4. uv-che~ical oxidation (for 
des~ruct~or. o! crga~i~ contaminants) called for in Al~ernative 
GW-5 has not been used extensively, but has been used 
successfully in several qroundwater treatment facilities. An 
additional process may need to be added onto Alternative GW-5 if 
the resultinq chlorides from the uv-chemical oxidation process 
exceed the maximum limits allowable for reinjection. The use of 
the activated sludge process of the Bay Park Sewage Treatment 
Plant proposed for use in Alternative GW-7, to remove the organic 
contaminants from the pretreated qroundwater, is a conventional 
municipal wastewater treatment system desiqned to aerobically 
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biodegrade orqanic coptaminants. 

All proposed treataent technologies are·readily available ~roa a 
number of sources with the exception of uv-cb .. ical oxidation. 
It is expected that additional equipment manufactures will be 
available. once the uv-chemical tachnoloqy becomes more mature. 

Alternatives GW-3, GW-4, and GW-S would require institutional 
manaqement of the operation and maintenance of the treated 
groundwater reinjection syst... Alternative GW-7 would require 
coordination with the Bay Park Sewaqe Treatment Plant tor the 
discharge and treatment of the pretreated gr~undwater. 

Off-site disposal facirities are available for tbe disposal of 
the pretreatment sludge generated from Alternatives.GW-3, GW-4, 
GW-5 and GW-7. Disposal facilities for the spent carbon 
generated from Alternatives GW-3 and GW-4 are also available. 
The estimated annual carbon usage would be approximately 6,000 
lbs for the liquid phase activated carbon unit called for in 
Alternative GW-4 as opposed to an estimated 2,000 lbs for the 
vapor phase carbon unit called for in Alternative GW-3. The 
spent carbon would be transported off-site for disposal or 
regeneration and reuse. Any process residual generated from the 
activated siudqe system during the treatment of the contaminated 
groundwater in Alternative GW-7 would be properly handled by the 
Bay Park Sewaqe Treatment facility. 

• Cost 

Accordinq to the present worth cost estimates for all 
alternatives evaluated, Alternative GW-5 ($5,224,800) would be 
the most costly alternative to imple~ent followed by Alternatives 
GW-,, GW•3, GW-7, GW-2, and GW-1. Alternative GW-7 would be the 
least expensive treatment alternative. Present worth is based on 
a 5% discount rate, and a 30-year operational period. The 
present worth cost esti:ates for the alternatives evaluated are 
as follows: 

GW-1: $ 
GW-2: 
GW-3: 
GW-4: 
GW-5: 
GW-7: 

534,600 
611,400 

3,909,600 
4,162,000 
5,224,800 
3,537,900 

• Community Acceptance 

No objections from the community were raised reqardinq the 
selected qroundwater remedy. A responsiveness summary which 
add=esses all comments received durinq the public comment period, 
including the March 13, 1991 public meetinq, is attached as 
Appendix IV. 

ll 



• State Acc•ptance 

The State of New York, through the NYSDEC:, has concurred with 
EPA's selected r .. edy. The NYSDEC·letter of concurrence is 
attached as Appendix III. 

SELEcrED B&M!;QY 

Basad upon an evaluation of the various alternativas, EPA and 
NYSDEC: recommend Alternative sc-5 (In-situ Vacuua ZZtractioD/ 
surface zzcavatioD/ZScavatioD of Leachinq Pits/Off-Site Treatment 
and Disposal/Backfill with Cle&D Off-Site soil) and active . 
restoration of the qroundwater utilizing Alternative GW-3 · 
(PUmpiDq/ Metals Precipitation/Air strippinq/ReinjectioD) as the 
preferred alternative for remediation of contaminated soils and 
groundwater at the Facility. Prior to implementation, an 
extensive design effort will be performed to elaborate on 
specific details of the preferred alternative. 

The preferred alternative will involve the· followinq actions: 

Soil 

First, an in-situ vacuum extraction process will be employed over 
portions of the contaminated area (2,500 ft2) to reduce the 
volatile organic contaminants, mainly trichloroethane, to 1 mq/kg 
or one part per million. This process will involve the 
installation of approximately 5 vacuum extraction wells, each 
with a maximum depth of 30 feat.·· The vacuum wells will be 
eo~n~cted via a piping system to a skid-mounted, hiqh volume 
vacuum pu:1p. The vacuum pump will pull air throuqh the 
contaminated soils, within a radius of 20 feet from the walls, 
depending on soil composition .and volatility of the contaminants. 
The air containinq the stripped volatile organics will be fed 
throuqb a condenser to remove moisture and then tbrouqb an 
emissions control system, i.e., a vapor phase carbon adsorption 
syste~ to re=ove volatilized organics. 

After the vacuum extraction process, the top ·4 - 5 feet of soils 
at the Facility will be excavated, resulting in approximately 
1,600 cubic yards of material to be transported for off-site 
treat~ent and disposal in compliance with land disposal 
res~rictio~s. Excavaticn to this d-.~th addre2s=• all 
cont~ina~ion found with the excep~ion of the deeper 
conta=ination in the leaching pit a~eas. This will eliDinate the 
risk posed by direct contact with soils. During the course of 
this initial excavation when the leaching pits or "hot spots" of 
conta=ination can be further delineated, the excavation will 
continue until all contaminated soils are removed. It is 
estimated that the leaching pit excavation will result in 480 
cubic yards of material transported oft-site tor treatment and 
disposal. This a=ount is based upon the leachinq pits being 
bet•een 12 - 18 feet in depth and 12 feet wide and assumes that 
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soils within 2 feet of these parameters would also need to be 
excavated. Exact areas and depths of contamina~ion will be 
deter.ained during the ·~esiqn phase. Additional aamplinq during 
design to delineate •bot spots" will ensure that all contaainated 
areas are removed and, at the same time, that excesaive·and 
unnecessary excavation will not occur as with Alternative SC-4. 
The excavated areas will be backfilled with clean soil and the 
entire·open area (16,000 ft2) will then be graded. 

Alternative SC-5 will treat the principal threat posed by Site 
soils and significantly reduce cross~media impacts on the 
underlying groundwater. 

Dur.inq the design phase, further evaluation of the potential for 
inorqanic conta=inants to leach from the soil·to the groundwater 
will be conducted to determine the specific soil quantities 
required to be removed in order to protect the troundwater fro~ 
significant inorganic conta~ination resulting from leaching of 
the inorganic contamination in the soils. The cleanup levels 
derived from this effort will ·represent average contaainant 
concentrations of the inorqanic chemicals in the soil which will 
theoretically produce conta=inant qroundwater concentrations in 
~~· Site vicinity which will ceet potable water standards. Also, 
the design phase will involve sampling of areas adjacent to the 
Site to deter2ine immediate background levels and to ensure that 
soils off-site do not pose a risk. 

The present ~orth of Alternative SC-5 is $1,777,410. 

Groun4vater 

Approximately 28,800 gallons per day of contaminated groundwater 
will te extracted through ene extraction well to be in•talled at 
the southwestern corner of the Site into the Upper Glacial 
Aquifer to a depth of approximately 70 feet, in order to remove 
heavy metals and chl.orinated organics which are currently present 
above s~ate and/or federal drinking water standards. The treated 
9roundwater will then be reinjected into the aquifer through t•o 
reinjection wells. T~e siting of the extraction and reinjection 
wells will be completed during the desiqn phase based on 
technical criteria. The treatment residuals will be disposed ot 
in a RCRA sul:title c facility. The major components ot the 
;=c·~.~-a~er ra:edy, A!ternative.GW-3, are der!;~c~ i~ Figure 4. 
All ccnta~inant concentrations will be reduced until ~hey are 
equal to or less than their respective federal or state standards 
prior to reinjection. The treated effluent will. be tested to 
ensure that the trea~ent system is operating efficiently. Any 
waste residuals generated by the treatment processes will be 
disposed of in accordance with applicable disposal standards. 

The purpose of the interim groundwater response action is to 
control risks posed by the ingestion of contaminated groundwater 
and to limit further migration of contaminants by addressing the 



followinq issues: 

• containment of the most highly contaminated portion of-the 
contaminant plume: 

• The metal concentrations (chromium, nickel, copper, 
cad=ium, manganese, and iron) will be reduced throuqh a 
metals precipitation process involving a clarification/ 
filtration unit. 

• The chlorinated orqanic concentrations (1,1,1-tri
chloroethane, trichlcroethene, 1,1-dichloroethene, and 
tatrachloroathene) will be reduced using air stripping. 

• Collection of data on aquifer and contaminant response to 
remediation measures. 

The ultimate goal of groundvater remediation will be determined 
in a final remecial action far this Site. 'This interim ground
water remedial action vill be monitored carefully to determine 
the feasibility of achieving this goal with this method and to 
e~s~re that hydraulic control of the conta2inated plume is 
maintained. After the period of time necessary, in EPA's 
judgement,_to arrive at a final decision for the Site, a final 
ROD for groundwater, which specifies the ultimate qoal, remedy 
and anticipated re:ediation timeframe, will be prepared. Upon 
completion of the second operable unit RI/FS, this interim system 
may be incorporated into the design of the Site remedy specified 
in the final action groundwater ROO. · 

The present worth of Alternative GW-3 is $3,909,600. 

S'!' a +..:TOBY ptTtB,~INATXOtiS 

EPA believes that the selected interim remedy will satisfy the 
statutory requirements ot providing protection of human health 
a~d the er.viron=ent, beinq cost-effective, utilizing permanent 
solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource 
recovery technologies to the maximum extant practicable, and 
satisfying the preference tor treatment as a principal element. 

Protec~ion £~~-~elth and the tnyiror~ent 

Alternative sc-s is considered to be fully responsive to this 
criterion and to ~~• identified remedial response objectives. 
Treatment, excavation, and disposal of the contaminated Site 
soils will prevent the release of contaminants to the environment 
and will constitute excellent protection of both human health and 
the environment. The carcinoqenic and non-carcinogenic risks 
associated with the contaminated soil will be r·educed to 
acceptable levels tor current and future uses (i.e. 10·4 to 10·6 

and HI< 1.0). Treatment of the qroundwater throuqh 
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implementation of Alternative GW-3 will reduce the toxicity, 
mobility, or volw:le of contaminants in the groun~water and nsul. t · 
in overall protection of human health and the environment. Prior 
to reinjection, the qroundwater wiil meet lll state and/or 
tederal drinking water standards. A second operable unit will be 
initiated to add=ess potential future risks. 

Cgmpliance with ~~s 

The selected remedy for source control (SC-5: in-situ vacuum 
extraction/surface excavation/excavation of leaching pits/off
site treatment and disposal/backfill with clean off-site soil) 
will comply with all related ARARs. The oft-site facility will 
be fully RCRA permitted and will be in compliance with the terms 
of the per.=it. ContaDinated soil, debris, and sediments from the 
Site will be treated using specific tachnoloqies or specific 
treatment levels, as appropriate, to comply with LDRs. The 

· residuals fro= the treatment processes (i.e. , spent carbon) will 
be treated and dispcsed ot to comply with LDRs. This alternative 
will comply with LCRs throuqh a treatability variance for the 
contaminated soil, debris, sediments, and residuals. Based on 
concentrations determined by the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching 
Procedure (TCLP) test, the appropriate concentra~ion range or 
percent reduction will be deter=ined during design. 

At the cocpletion o! the response action tor contaminated soil, 
the selected remedy will have complied with the following ARARs: 

Action-specific ARARs: 

The selected remedy calls tor the transport ot.contaminated soil 
and treatment residuals to a RCRA facility tor treatment and 
disposal and will comply with the tollowinq ARARs: 

• RCRA 40 CFR Part 263 - Standards Applicable to Transport of 
Hazardous Waste 

• RCRA 40 CFR Part 264 - Standards tor Owners and Operators ot 
Hazardous Waste Treatment, Stora9e, and Disposal Facilities 

• RCRA 40 CFR Part 268 - Spent carbon from the in-situ vacuum 
c::xt=acticn treat:::1er.t sys-o: !m a.J •~ :1 01!1 ar.y C'tt,et trea"':ner,t 
residuals will te disposed ot e!f-•ite, consistent w1th 
applic~le land disposal restrictions. 

• 6 NYCRR Part 372 - Hazardous Waste Manifest System ' Related 
Standards tor Generators, Transporters and Facilities. 

• 6 NYCRR Subpart 373-2 Final State Standards for owners and 
Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storaqe and Disposal 
Facilities. 



• Durinq .impluantation of the in-situ vacuum extraction, all 
resulting air caissions will be in compliance with 6 NYCRR 
Parts 200, 201, 212, and 231. 

Chemica1-speci~ic ABARs: 

• None applicable. 

Location-specific ARABs: 

• Nona applicable.· 

The. selected groundwater remedy, GW-3: pumping/metals 
precipitation/air stripping/reinjection, is expected to comply 
with the associated ARARs over time. The primary purpose for 
this inter~ qroundwater remediation is to contain and treat the 
most hiqhly contaminated portion of the plume. A second operable 
unit, resulting in the final groundwater remedial action for the 
Site, Will address achieveaent of chemical-specific ARARs in 
qroundwater. 

The residuals from the treatment processes (i.e., spent carbon) 
will be. treated and disposed of to. comply with LDRs. This 
alternative will comply with LDRs throuqh a treatability variance 
tor the spent carbon. 

The associated ARARs include: 

Action-specific ~= 

• RCRA 40 CFR Parts 141.11-141.16 (SDWA Maximum Contaminant 
Levels (MCLs)) (Sea Table 1 in Appendix II), provide standards 
and goals for toxic cccpcunds for public drinking water 
syste~s. The reinjection process for the treated groundwater 
will meet underground reinjection well regulations by its 
status as a Superfund remedial action under 40 CFR 147. The 
extracted qrcundwater will be treated to meet all standards 
prior to reinjection. 

• 6 NYCRR Part 703 and 10 NYCRR Part 5 - provide qroundwater 
quality standards and drinking water standards. 

• ~=AA 'j CFR i~r~s 2£3, 26,, ~68; and NIC~\ Pa~t 3-2 (des:ribej 
above wnder action-specific ARARs for soil) - spent carbon, as 
well as any treatment residuals, from the groundwater 
treatment system for removal of orqanics and inorganics will 
be transported, treated (as necessary), and disposed of oft
site. 
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Ch.aical-apecific ARABs: 

• Since the groundwater at tbe Site is clasaifiad as X%b, 
drinking water standards are relevant and appropriate. Aqain, 
these include SDWA MCLs, 6 NYCRR Groundwater Quality 
Regulations and/or limitations of discharges to Class GA 
waters, and 10 NYCRR Part 5 standards. 

Location-specific ARAas: 

• None applicable. 

Cost Effectiveness 

The selected remedy provides overall effectiveness proportional 
to its cost. The total capital and present worth. costs for the 
soil and qroundwater alternatives are estimated to be $1,777,410 
and $l,J09,200, respectively. The selected soil alternative, 
sc-5, is the least expensive treatment alternative. The selected 
groundwater alternative, GW-3, is the second least expansive 
treat~ent alternative. Alternative GW-7, involving discbarqe to 
the POTW, would be slightly less costly to i=ple=ent, however, 
Gn-7 would not conserve groundwater resources. 

Detailed cost estimates of the selected groundwater and soil 
alte:natives are depicted on Tables 6 and 7, respectively. 

Utilization ot Permantpt Splutions and Alternative Trcatpent 
Technolgqies tp the Maximum Extant Practicablt 

Tht selected remedy utilizes perman~nt solutions and treatment 
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. The selected 
re:e:y rep=esents the best balance of trade-offs amonq the 
alte~atives with respect to the evaluation criteria. The State 
and community also support the selected remedy. 

The selected re~edy •~ploys permanent treatment of the organic 
ccnta=inated soil on the Site through the implementation of in
situ vacu~ extraction and through excavation and off-site 
t=eat3ent and disposal. The potential for future releases of 
organic contaminants to the environment as well as the direct 
ccntact risk to the soils will be eli•inat•d. The indirect and 
dirac~ r1s~s rosed by the soils as a co~t~n~•a source of 
q=oundwater contamination will be removed. Extraction and 
t=eatment of contaminated groundvater will reduce the toxicity, 
mobility, and volume of contaminants in the groundwater 
underlyinq the Site and prevent further deqradation of area 
q:-oundwater. 

No short-ter= adverse impacts and threats to human health and the 
environment are foreseen as the result of implementing the 
selected remedy. However, to minimize and/or prevent worker 
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exposure to contaminants, personal protection equip11ent wUl a 
utilized. 

The selected r .. edy vill require c~nstruction of on-site soil_and 
groundwater treatment facilities. No technological problems are 
anticipated since the ~reatment technoloqies are well established 
and readily available. 

Prtferlnce for Trtat;ont as tho Prineipal Element 

The selected remedy tully satisfies this criterion tor the 
treatment ot the soil and qroundwater contamination which are 
considered the principal threats at the Site. Thera the 
statutory preference tor remedies that employ treatment as a 
principal element is satisfied. 

EXPLk~ATION OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFtB£NCES 

The Proposed Plan tor the Ganzale Plating Company site was 
released to ~he public on February 22, 1991. The Proposed Plan 
identities the selected remedy as including Alternatives sc-s and 
Alternative GW-3. Upon further review, EPA deterained that a 
minor modification to the selected soil remedy (SC-5), as it was 
oriqinally identified in the Proposed Plan, was necessary. 
Because the principal threat posed by the contaainated soil at 
the Site will be eliminated through reaoval or treatment of the 
soils, EPA determined that an asphalt cap over the entire 
Facility is not required. In the alternative, EPA proposed that 
the entire Facility be backfilled with clean off-site soil, and 
this proposed difference vas presented and explained at the 
public meeting to provide the public with an opportunity to 
comment on the chanqe. EPA has reviewed all verbal comments 
expressed durinq the public meeting, and no written comments ware 
received. No objections to the proposed plan or the modification 
were raised. 
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COtiiAHltWUS Of COHC:UN IN &IUJUNUWA1£1 AHIJ·Itt(ll COHPAIUSOH Wlltl AlAR lASlO ClUNUP UVUS 

Av•r••r.• ........ Hini••• HYS l((tiiiCAl 
Concen- (anc:•n- Conun- NY NYS &IIUUHUWAI£1 OPUAIIGMAl C 
tul irtn tr•tiun tution SWA ttfl 's HH's SIANDAIDS ClASS GA Sfii£S (fOGS) 

tanL•inln\ lutll.lL lutlliL JutU.u.:. .J.utLU._ luv/ll hualU flltlU 

VOLAilll.UI~ICS 

1,1-0ichloroeth•nt 1.4) l ... s so 
1,1-0lchlorotlhtnt 2s.n 94 NO 1 s ••• 1 
I et uch loro•l hrmt 41.5 96 Nb s s .. ., 
1,1,1-Jrichloro•th~nt 299 lUlU NO 2UO s 58 
1,1,2-fric:hloroethane I .45 2 ... s .. , 
frlchluroeth••• 12).90 so a .NU s s 10 
Vlnrl Chlorl.-e ...... 0.6 HU 2 z s.o 
Sublllai.U LJir.tiAW 

ltn••C•t•nthr•ctnt 1.7S 2 ... so 
ltnJo(.)fluor•nthtftt I.JS z ... so e.ooz 
lenJoCa)trr•n• Z.l 2 .... 10 
BlsCZ-•t rlh••rltPhthal•t• 9.5 )' ... so 
Chrrseno 1.75 2 ... so o.toz 

uauul.u 
Aftt .... ,., 421.4) 1116 Nft 31 
Arttnlc S.61 ILl ... so so 25 
luiua 26ft. I) ]14 Sl 1000 1000 1100 
Berr111• 2.4) Z.IJ ... , ....... Zl n NO 10 10 10 J 
Chr .. l«.• VI lSll.06 144110 n.J !tO se 
c.,., lll.ll 1210 " I GUO IOUU , ... S414l.S 110,100 ISC.O 1uo•• JOO 
ltd tt..21 liS "·' so so zs 
lta•y~neu BSl 111'100 .. lOO•• JOO 
Michl 4726.11 Zt•MIO ..... 
Vandlu• 98.97 1)1 ... 
Zl•c 419. I 1820 zz s··· SOOD 5000 

• Average of on-sHt wtlh. Dupllc•h u .. l•s •r• av•ragetl te rt•prounl a ••II. 
•• If Iron ~nd .. nganese art preaeat, the tetal concentration of beth should not ••c••• I.S ~/1. '''~•er Ieveii -., •• allowed Wheft Justified~~ 

supplier of wattr. 
••• Secondarr Standard 
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COHJAHINAHIS or (OH((NN OU£(1(0 IN SOil AHU fii(IR (Uti'ARISOtl Willi ACliUN LCVUS 

Avtl'.lllft 
(onuntr•liun 

" ... i .... 
("•u.rnt r•t iun 

CauL••h••nl -•lku_ -- ltlllt.y_ 

YD J&L.il L.Jlnltlll i u 
Trichloroelhene 

St~tliliJc_Orut~ni's 

8enao(l)anthracene 
8enaoh)Pf'" .. 
Benaot•Jf uoranthene 
lis(l-ethrlhearl)phlhalate 
Chrrune 
ln•eno(I,Z,l-c,d)prrene 

loorg&niu 

Arsenic 
lari•• 
Chrn•iUII CVI) 
Michl 

~ll.iill&sLaUl 

PCis (Arochlor 1260) 

2.10 

0.40S 
1.440 
0. !a•IO 
4.!aC.9 
0.4C.) 
O.lJ9 

2. J2 
604.65 
14116 .fl) 
1901.11, 

0.462 

•- Based on ••cess 1ifeti-. cancer ri-.• ot 1ato-6 
NO- Not detected or below -.thod of de\~ltion li•il 
HA - No rlu identified 
IG- Action level based on bac•ground cuncentrallon 

3l16K 

l ( 

2.2 
1.8 
l.O 

24.0 
2.2 
I.D 

14.8 
)11400 
ll'lOO 
suuuo 

1.21] 

Hini••• 
Concf'ntr.ation 
__ JIIJlllu_ 

L 

NO 

NO 
NO 
NO 
HD ... 
NO 

Nit 
NO 
2. 1 
NO 

NO 

l L 

' 

L {_ (_ t 
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666LYT'I:'S -
Aluminum 

......... Ant_imcny 

Arsenic 

- Bariun: 

Berylliu~ 

Cac1miu::\ - Calcium 

' 
Chrorr.i:.::n 

""""' Cobalt 
C..._ ... tlllll.,. 
•rr-• 

Iron 

Lea:2 

Magnesium 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Potassium 

' 
Se!enium 

, ...... 
Silver 

so::iu:":' - Thallium 

Vanadium 

Zinc 

Cyani~e 

...... 
SOURCE: (1) 

(2) 

(3) 

-

INORGANIC COMPOUND CONCENTRATIONS 

TYPICALLi FOUND IN LONG ISLAND SOIL 

BACKGROtJIID(1) CONCENTRATION 
BANGE Cmq/Jsg> 

10000 - 300000 

<1 - 5oo< 2> 

5 - 15( 2) 

100 - 3500 

<1 - 7(2) 

0.01 - 7 

100 - 400000 

• 80( 2 ) 10 -
<3 - 70( 2 ) 

2 - 100 

7000 - 550000 

3 - 30( 2) 

100 - 4000 

0.2 -0.6< 2> 

4 - 30( 2 ) 

400 - 3000.0 

0.1 - 2.0 

0.1 - 5.0 

7~0 - 7500 

1 - 2(3) 

20 - 500 

10 - 300 

Not Available 

Ora;un, J .• !988 

Conner, J.J. and K.T. Shacklette, 1~75 

USE:?A, 1982 
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·----- .•. , .. ______ 
Chollllcill ul 

Pulenll;al Coucorn 
... - -· ... -·--~--···-·-
acolona 
...... , ..... 
IIIUIIIUCIIc;hluiOIIIItlll.alllf 
2·bulanunlf (MU<l 

Utbon lettachlu•klo 
chllMubunumo 
chlutolorm 
chloromethane 

dltaromoclllorornolhan• 
1,1-dlchlorOtllhane 
1,2-dlchlofoethane 
1, t·dlchtoroethene 
1 ,2-dlchlofoelhenO(tr ans) 
1 ,2-dtc:hlorot,opan• 
othylbenlona 

m81hylene chloride 
s1y1ena 

•••• achlofoelhone 
toluene 
I, t ,1-hlchiOtoolhana 
1,1 ,2-hlchiOtouUaane 

telchloroalhene (d) 
UlclllofolloufOinelllane 
vinyl chiOIIde 
aylonos 

anthracene 
ben1olc acid 
biS(2-81hylhe•yl) phthalate 
butyl ben1yt phlhalall 
dl-n-bulyll,hlhalala 
llour anlhene 
llourene 

naphthalene 
phenol 
pyrone 

carclnouonlc t'AIIs 

----· ..... . ... -··- --.- . . . ·-----
Chronic; flulurunuelJuse (lliU) SubchrunM; llulurunu Uuse (IIIU:;) 

. . . _ .. (enuJIIu'·-~yt ·-·· .. . 
tnhalaleon Sou•ce Cal 01~1 Sum cr. (al 

... t4A..(c)-- ----- -i.OUI~-o,· 11\tS-

NA(b) 
NA 

9 om:-uz ttl: A 
NA 

5.0UE·03 Ill: A 
NU 
NA . 
NA 

1.001:-01 Ill: A 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NO 
NA 
NA 
NA I 

2 ooa;.oo IlEA I 
3.ooe:..ol IlEA I 

NA i NA 
2.001:-01 ttEA I NA 
4 001:·01 litiS 

NA I 
N~ 
NO 
NA 
NO 
NA 
NA 
NO 
NA 
NA 
NA 

NA 
2.01JI;-02 

!».out:-02 
1.001:·04 
2 uu1:-u2 
l.out:-02 

NA 
2.oot:-02 
I.OlNE·OI 

NA 
SOOE-03 
2.0Cll:-02 

NA 

·-~·01 
6 001:·02 
2 OOIE·OI 
1.001:·02 
3 uut:-01 
9.0UE-02 
4.0UE-03 

NA 
3.00E-Ot 

NA 
2.0US:•OO 

3 OUE-01 
4.0UE•OO 
2.001!-02 
2.001:-01 
I.OUIE·OI 
... OOE-02 
4.00E-02 
4.0UC:-03 
G.OOE-01 
3.001:-02 

NA --

{ 

I IllS 
litiS 
II US 
II liS 
liltS 

II US 
Ill: A 

HltS 
11\IS · 

uus 
IIttS 
litiS 
II US 
II US 
litiS 
II US 

ltEA 

litiS 

IlEA 
II US 
It US 
litiS 
litiS 
flEA 
IlEA 
tiE A 
litiS 

Ill: A 

( 
I 

. . . . cmsfllut•~~r• _. ___ . . . . __ 

..!!!!!"'·'"~ ~~'"·~~! !!» _u·~-~ - ~'!'~!!) 
NU NA. 
NA NA 
NA 2 oot:~Ol lit A 

9.0111;-01 ttl: A S.OOE·OI Ill:" 
NA I.UOE-03 Ill' A 

S.OlNi·02 lit: A 200E-OI ua:A 
NA 1.01•:-uz UtA 
NA NA 
t4A 2.001:-01 Ill: A 

,.eMil •00 t~t:A I.OOE•OO Ill: A 
NA NA 
NA 9.00E·Ol IlEA 
NA 2.00E·OI Ill: A 
t4A NA 
NA I.OOE•OO IlEA 
UA NA 
NA 2.00E•OO IlEA 
NA l.out:-01 II&: A 

2,0111: •00 IlEA 4.00E-OI UEA 
14A 9.0UE-01 Itt: A 
t4A 4.00E-02 Itt: A 
t4A NA 
NA 7.0UE·Ot IlEA 

''" NA 
t4A 4 OOE•OO au: A 

NA 3.00E•OO tiE A 
UA 4.00E•OO IlEA 
NA 2.00E-02 IlEA 
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tiA I.CXJI!•OO tn:A 
NA. 4.00E-01 IlEA 
tiA 4.00E·OI IlEA 
NA 4.00E·03 Ill: A 
NA G.OOE-01 tii:A 
UA 3.00E·OI IlEA 
NA NA 

{ L. ( 

- -··-. --C,;.c;,·l'uiRVfKlOI 
(mutlulday)•- 1 

-~~~~~:.;!~£ ~.Nice l.aJ -·~!' Souscej!j ~~..!!: 
t4A NA . D 

2.901:·02 II \IS 2.90E-02 uus A 
UA NA 02 
NA NA u 

1.301:·01 uus 1.300-01 lf\IS 02 
NA NA u 

I.IIJE·U2 II US I. 101:-03 nus P2 
6.301:-03 lit: A 1.3UE-02 IlEA c 

NA 1.4Cie-02 IlEA c 
NU 1.1De·02 IlEA c 

9.10E·02 II US I.IOE-02 II US 02 
1.201:•00 IRIS · &.OOE-01 11\IS c 

NA NA 
NA &.IOE-02 tiE A 02 
NA NA. D 

1.4ut:-02 lUIS 7.SOE-03 litiS 02 
2.00E·03 Ill: A 3.00E-02 IlEA 02 

NA NA 
• NA NA 

1.601:·05 II[ A 5.10E-02 IlEA 
5.70E-02 lUIS 5.10E-02 llliS c 
1.70E-02 Itt; A I.IDe-02 tiE A U2 

NA NA 
2.951:-01 IlEA 2.30Et00 IlEA A 

t'A NA 

NA NA 
NA NA 
NU 1.40E-02 IRIS 02 
NA. NO c 
NU NO 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA 
NA NA D 

NA NA 
I 

6.1 (o) u.s (e) 

{_ { (- L l 
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TABLE 6 

SUMMARY OF COS~ ESTIMAT!S FOR ALTERHATrvE GW-3: PUMPING/ 
PRETREATMENT/AIR STRIPPING/REINJECTION 

1. Support Facilities 
2. Groundwater Eztraction 
3. Collection 
4. Pretreatment 
5. Air Stripping 
6. Treated Wate: Reinjec~ion 
7. Electricals 
8. Instrumentation 'Controls 
.9 •• Frocess Water Supply 
10. Foundation an~ Pads 
11. Miscellaneous 
12. Cor.tin;ency 
13. Engineering, Legal and 

Administrative 
14. Labor 
15. Maintenance 
15. Moni~orin; W~lls · 

Total 

COST C 19 91 DOLLARS l 

22,100.00 
37,200.00 
18,300.00 
228,60~.00 
80,900.00 
40,100.00 
82.000.00 
85,000.00 
17, 000 .• 00 
50,0CC.OO 
10,000.00 

l43,900.00 
108,QOO.OO 

MNYbL Pi.,"! 

700.00 

11,SOC.OO 
4,30C.OO 

200.00 

9,100.00· 

87,600.00 
77,700.00 

971,500.00 191,100.00 

3,909,200 

•Present worth analysis based on a 30-yea: period and 5 percent .... ... :.scou::t rate. 

4-56 
345iK 



' Table 7 

~JURY OF COST ES~~ATES FOR.ALTERNATrvE SC-5: IN-SITD 
VACUUM EXTRACTION/SURFACE EXCAVATION/EXCAVATION OF 

LEACHING PITS/OF7-SITE ~TMENT AND DISPOSAL/BACKFILL 
w~TH CLEAN OFF-SITE SOIL 

1. Warninq Siqns 
2. Site ~reparation 
3. Support Facility 
4. In-Situ Vacu~ E~~action 
s. Surface Soil Excavation 
6. Excavatio~ o: Leachinq Pits 
7. Off-Site Treat:ent 

(Stabilization) a,.-,;! Dis~osal 
8. T~eata~ilitv S~~v 
9. Clean Fill • • 
10. contin;ency 
11. t~~ineeri~q, Le;al and 

Acbinistrative 

TOTAL 

COST C1991 QOLLAR$1 
CAPITAL ANHUAL O&m 

100.00 
3,000.00 

13,600.00 
157,500.00 
30,400.00 

9,600.00 
1,020.000.00 

50,000.00 
32,400.00 

263,320.00 
197,490.00 

1,777,410.00 
----------

• First year O&M ccst inclc;!e~ in the capital cost. 
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New York Slate Department of Environmental Conservation 
50 Wolf Road, Albany, New Yortt 12233 -7010 

Thom•• C. Jortlng 
CommluJonar 1 

M~. Kathleen C. Calldhan 
Ui rN~t~r 
tmP.rg~ncy & 1\vm~tdial lh.•s~o~ottse Uivision 
U.S. CnvironmenLal PruLec~i~n Agency 
Uc-g ion II 
26 federal Plala 
NP.w Yut·k.. tlY 10278 

1.1· ~!! ,. ~- ~ ,.. #, .... , • .-... .. .; ;:J ~ j 

R~t: Ur~fL ~~cord of OP.ci~ton 
G•nlal~ Pl~Ling Site - TO No. 1JUU18 

. Oe .. t r M·.a. C.1ll ,th.an: 

i'he N~~ Ycrk. Sl.l ~~ Ottpar·un~n~ u( l:.nv i t•or.r~nta l Con~ervat. ic.m (NYSUEC) 
app~ovcs tht Rtcord of Otclsion for the Genza1Q Plating Site 1130018 
with the following conditions: 

1. Uuriny dtt:tiyn: 

a) Surface soil sampling will be initiated to better delineate 
the area and the total volume of soil to be excavated. 

b) The soil cleanup levels for inorganic compounds will be 
determined subject to NYSvEC ap~rcval, and will bv used 
to delint.lta the exLenL uf excavation. 

Z. Ouriny remediation: 

a1 1-.1' 'euc::~!'!~ "'•'·~ w~n br :ocated ar.d e·~av:t~ec. lht•·to .l!"~ 
four know~ leaching pits; huwtv~r. more are suspected. 

h) Tho m~t4llic unumalits detected during the RI will ~c 
propnrly tharact@r1z•d ~nd handled apprnpriat•ly. 

3. Off-site residenti~l surf~ce soils adjacent to the site wi11 be 
samplQ~ f.ithQr during the design or during the second operable 
un i I.. 

4. Warnfnc1 ~i~u:; will be pn~tftC outsid'-' the sitn as soun a:; poss~bl•. 

.... 



-

Ms. Ka th hen C. Ca I I at .. an 

Pl~as~ contact M1·. Michael J. O'ToolP., Jr. if you have any qu•sLiun~ ur 
cor.merrLs reyar·tl iug Lh i~ rn..aLLur. 

Sincerely, 

Z:~dJ_Q_ .. 
. --, 

FdwardjO. Sullivan 
Oepu ty Conmi ss; one r · 

.. 
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RES.PONSIVENESS SUMMARY 
GENZALE PLATING COMPANY 

FRANKUN SQUARE I NEW YORK 

The u.s. Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") held a 
p@lic comment period frOJil February 22, 1991 through March 
23, 1991 to receive co~ents.fron interested parties on the 
final Re~eaial Investigation and Feasibility Study ("RI/FS") 
reports and Proposed Plan for the Genzale Plating company 
Superfund site ("Site")· 

A public participation meeting was conducted by EPA on March 
13, 1991 at the Franklin Square Public Library, Franklin 
Square, New York to discuss re~adial alte~atives, to present 
EPA's.preferred remedial alternative, and to provide an 
opportun.i ty for the interested parties to present oral 
comments and questions to EPA. 

. 
This responsiveness s~ary provides a synopsis of citizen's 
co==ents and concerns about the Site as raise4 during the 
public co=ment period, and EPA's responses to those camaents. 
All coaments su=marized in this document were considered in 
EPA's final decision for selection of the remedial activities 
for cleanup of the Genzale Plating CoDpany site. 

This responsiveness su:=ary is divided into the following 
sections: 

I. Responsiveness Surimary Overview - This sec~ion briefly 
descri~•s the backgrcund of the Genzale Pletinq Company 
si:e ~~~ s~~~a=i•aa ~he proposed and selected 
alternatives. 

II. 2ts.:'-:'k:&al~~__,..'l- ~Q:".W\lt:it:: .L.'"\.Yol ve;;,r.,nt_ ~~ .&'"L.;.tt!Ja - This 
sec~ion pr~~ides a orief historJ of ~oL~uni~y interests 
and concerns regarding the Genzale Plating Company 

III. 

IV. 

site. · 

summary ot pybli' comments and EPA's B•loonses - This 
section sUDmarizes com=ents expressed verbally at the 
public meeting and provides EPA's responses to these 
comments. 

Ac~epdices - This section includes a copy of the agenda 
for the public meeting (Appendix A) and the public 
meeting sign-in sheet (Appendix B). 
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X. USPOHSXVZD88 8moo.Jt.Y OV'BllVXD 

Site Background 

The Site includes the property located at 288 New Hyde Park 
Road in the-Town of Franklin Square, Nassau county, New York. 
The Genzale Platinq Company ("Company") facility is located 
in a primarily residential area. 

The Company has operated an electroplating facility on the 
property since 191_5. The property occupies an area of 
approximately 24,00~ square feet. The western portion of the 
property is occupied by a two story buildinq which houses the 
company office, platinq facility, and chemical storaqe area. 
The eastern portion of the property is undeveloped and serves 
as an outdoor storage yard and parkinq lot •. 

Subsurface structures located in the yard include sanitary 
and industrial sewer lines, and four abandoned wastewater 
leaching pit$, approximately 12 to 18 feet_in depth. 

Presently, the opera~ion consists of electroplating 
automobile and houseware products using nickel and chrome. 
Past operations included anodizing and cadmium, zinc, and 
.brass platinq. The electroplatinq processes utilize several 

· degreasinq and cleaning agents, includinq orqanic solvents. 
Distillation of spent 1,1,1-trichloroethane is currently · 
_performed by the Company to recycle the product far re-use. 
wastewater, which is currently treated and discharged to the 
municipal sewer system, was discharged in the past to the 
underground leaching pits. 

In 1981, the Nassau County Depart:nent of Health ("NCDH") 
conducted an inspection of the Company which indicated that 
wastewater beinq discharged to the leaching pits exhibited 
heavy metal concentrations in excess of NYSDEC discharge 
standards. In June 1986, the Site was added to the EPA 
Naticnal Priorities List of Superfund sites. 

A special notice letter was issued to the company on December 
~1, 198~. B~se~ uron the Co~~~n'l'S respor.se it was 
attt~:n&.:..i • ..:C: !:.,.en. it •·~s til!ant.:ia.:~y c:ualJ::.~ to conduc~ the 
investiqative activities at the Site. Accordinqly, EPA 
proceeded with the RI/FS. In Auqust 1989, EPA issued an 
Access Order to the Coapany so that field work could 
commence. As a result of the Company's failure to comply, 
EPA souqbt and was granted a court rulinq in October 1989 
which enforced the terms of the Order. Field work for the 
RI/FS beqan in November 1989 and was completed in February 
1990. 
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Snparv o: propostd'ind Selecttd Bgwdial<fllternatiyes 

The remedial alternatives considered tor the Site are 
described in the RI/FS and Proposed Plan for this operable 
unit (referred to as operable unit one). All alternatives 
considered are listed below: 

aeae4ial Alternatives tor CoDtaminate4 soils (SCJ 

• sc-1: No-Action . 
• SC~2: Surface Excavation/Off-Site Treatment and 

Disposal/Capping 
• SC-3: In-Situ Vacuum Extraction/In-Situ Stabilization 

(Solidification)/Soil Cover 
• SC-4: In-Situ vacuum Ext~action/Excavation/Off-Site 

Treatment and Disposal/Fill with Clean Off-Site Soil 
• SC-5: In-Situ Vacuum Extraction/Surface Excavation/ 

Excavation of Leaching Pits/Off-Site Treatment and 
Disposal/Fill wi~h Clean Off-Site Soil 

Remedial AlterDatives for CoDtamiDated GrouD4vater (GW) 

• GW-.1: No-Action 
• GW-2: Limited Action 
• GW-J: Pumping/Metals Precipitation/Air 

Stripping/Reinjection 
• GW-4: Puwping/Metals Precipitation/Carbon Adsorption/ 

Reinjection 
• GW-5: Pumping/Metals Precipitation/UV-Chemical 

oxidation/Reinjection 
• GW-7: Pumping/Pretreatment/Discharge to Local Publically 

Owned Treatment Works (POTW) 

EPA, with concurrence from the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation, chose a remedy·which. addresses 
the principal threats posed by the Site through a combination 
of a soil remedial alternative (SC-5) with active restoration 
of tha qroundwate: (GW-3). &ased on currant information, 
these alternatives provide the best protection of human 
health and the environment. 

I:t. BACJtG.itOUliD 01' COMMtniiTY llfVOLVZKIH'l' 

Community interest in the Site has been high throughout the 
RI/FS process. The community has been kept aware of 
activities at the Site throuqh local newspaper articles, fact 
sheets, press releases, public notices, and public 
information meetings. 

The major concern expressed by the community is the migration 
of contaminants into the local public water supply valls and 
the close proximity of the Site to residences. 

3 . 
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%%~. SUHHARY 07 PUBLIC COKKZHTS ' .PA 1 1 BZSPOBSZS 

comments expressed at the public meetinq held on March 13, 
1991 are sum=arized below. No written.comments were received 
durinq the public comment period. 

Specific Questions Regarding the Rl/FS and proposed Alternative 

co~: A representative from the Franklin Square Water 
District inquired about the samplinq results of two water 
district supply wells. · 

RZSPONSZ: All of the water supply wells sampled, those 
belonqinq to the Franklin Square Water District ("FSWD") and 
the Ja.:aica water Supply Co:apany ( 11JWSC"), had either very 
mini=al or no contamination. A sample taken from FSWD well # 
7117 detected trichloroethylene at 5 parts per billion 
("ppbR), which is the maximum contaminant level allowable. A 
sample taken from JWSC well t 4298 detected trichloroethylene 
at an esti:aated quantity of 16 ppb. Samples from FSWD well t 
3604 and ~~sc well I 5155 detected no volatile orqanic 
compounds above allowable limits. No heavy metals, in excess 
of allowable limits, were detected in any of the above four 
w~ter supply wells. 

COMMENT: A resident asked whose responsibility it is to 
operate and caintain the treatment system during its use. 

RZSPONS!: The EPA would fund the first ten years of the 
remedial action. Thereafter, the State of New York would be 
responsible for the long-term maintenance of the treatment 
system. 

co~~NT: A resident wanted assurance that EPA would be 
working closely with the local water districts. 

RESPONS!: EP~ has worked with both the Franklin Square Water 
District ( "Fswo••) and the Jamaica Water s:Jpply Company 
("JWSC'') durinq the remedial investigation. Both FSWD and 
JWSC will be involved with EPA during the design of the 
tre!~=--<:"~'= ~··::tc: f~r t!':~s !i:-st o!:•.:·ab!.·~ unit o! the Site !!'1~ 
will al3o be involved in developing the sampling plan for the 
second operable unit, which will investigate a downgradient 
pl~e of conta=ination. It is possible that FSWD and/or JWSC 
wells will be sampled during the second operable unit. 

COMMENT: A resident wanted to know why it took so long for 
the sanpling results to become available. 

RESPONSE: A!~er the soil and groundwater samples were 
collected between November 1989 through February 1990, they 
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were all analyzed by a certified laboratory and than 
validated to ensur•. the quality o.f the results. This process 
took about 4 - 5 mdriths. once all the dat• was co~iled, EPA 
evaluated the data to determine whether the results pose a 
risk. All the data results and the risk results have been 
sn:nmarized and explained in the RI report. 

COHHZHT: A resident asked whether the same type of treatment 
proposed for the Genzale Plating site is currently in 
operation at any other sites on Long Island. 

RZSPOBSI: At present, similar technologies have ~een proposed 
for use at other sites on Lonq Island. A similar groundwater 
puap and treat systea involving metals precipitation is 
currently beinq·desiqned for the Preferred Plating site, 
located in Farmingdale, Suffolk County. The desiqn is 
scheduled to be coapleted in September 1991. vacuum 
extraction has been selected for other sites, but is 
currently still in the desiqn stage. 

COMM9~: A resident asked if the treatment system would be 
continuously operating and bow loud the vacuum extraction 
process would be. · 

R!SIOHSI: The groundwater pump and treat system should 
operate on a continuous basis, 24 hours a day. The vacuum 
extraction process, will take place during normal working 
hours, approximately 9 a.m. through 5 p.m. Without special 
housinq, the vacuu~ extraction process reaches approximately 
80 decibels. The system can be designed with a special 
housing encasing it, so the noise level will be greatly 
rec~ce~. The entire vacuu= e~raction process, from 
mobilization and i=plementation through completion, should 
require six months. 

COMMENT: A resident asked how lonq it would be before the 
treatment syste~s are desiqned and constructed and EPA was 
back on tte pro~erty. 

RZSPONSB: The desiqn for both the groundwater treatment 
sv~:e: an~ th~ ~oil ~r~~~~~n~ an~ 4xcav1ticn svste~ will 
l..~qi.4 i.l Oc~ ... u~!.· ~ 1:. aJ!~ ·•iJ. .. ::'!!'S'.lirw lo to 24 mon~hs for 
cocpleticn. EPA expects to be constructing the treatment 
systems on the property by October 1993. Construction of 
both the vacuum extraction process and the groundwater 
treat=ent syste= will not be extensive. construction of the 
vacuum extraction process must first involve the installation 
of the extraction wells. The qroundwater treatment units are 
readily available and can be brought to the property quickly. 
Extraction and reinjection wells will need to be installed 
first. 

-· --~ ----·· 
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COXHBlf'l': A resident asked when the drums on the property 
would be removed. 

JlBSPONSZ: The 65 drums currently on the property resulted 
from the re~e~ial investigation field work. They contain 
discarded protective clothing, drill cuttings, and 
decontamination and development water. Normally, the drums 
would remain on a site until EPA is constructing the 
-treatment system. It is EPA's responsibility to ensure the 
integrity of the drums. Presently, all 65 drums are in good 
shape and do not pose any danger. If the drums show signs of 
decay or deterioration, they will either be overpacked or 
removed promptly from the property. 

COMMENT: A resident asked whether the treated groundwater 
that is to be reinjected into the aquifer will_be sampled. 

ReSPONSE: The groundwater treatment system will be designed 
to include continuous monitorinq and sa~pling of the treated 
water to ensure the efficiency of the system and to ensure 
that federal and/or state drinking water standards are being 
met prior to reinjection. 

COMMENT: A resident asked how many gallons per day will be 
pu=ped through the treatment system. 

RZSPON.SZ : ___ The current pump rate estimate is 28,800 gallons 
per day. This esti=ate will be further refined during the 
desiqn phase. 

COMMENT: A resident asked what would happen to the property 
if the Genzale Plating Co~pany were to go out of business. 

RESPONSE: No matter if the Genzale Plating Company or anyone 
else is on the property, EPA's treatment system will remain 

-
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on the property until the ground~ater is remediated. ~ 

COMMENT: A resident asked how long the treatment system would 
re~ain on the property. 

r ·~""Y .::;:- ~ T'".e ~~: ls ~~q.;..t:ent she~!~ be co-:aJ)leted in s!.x 
~=n~s. Tha c~r~ent e~ti~ate for ~he length of time required 
for remediation of the groundwater is 30 years. Since the 
source of contamination in the soils will be removed prior to 
the full implementation of the groundwater treatment system, 
the estimated time for re~ediation may decrease. The 
treatment system will be continuously monitored and the 
re~ediation time frame will be adjusted accordinqly. 

COMMENT: A resident asked if the treatment syste~ would be 
enclosed to ensure its safety from children. 
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KBSPOHSB: A temporary structure will be place4 over the most 
of the flrOunclvater . treatment syst- to lillit access ancl to . 
protect the treatment units from· the eleme~ts. The exact 
details and cli~ensions of the housing structure will be 
determined during the design phase. 

COXKBHT: A resident asked if the treatment system would be 
visible from the curb side of the property. 

USJ'OIISZ: 'l'he only part of the treatment syst- which aay be 
visible from outside of the property will be the air 
stripper. This unit will be approximately 16 feet biqh. The 
fence surrounding the property is about 10 - 12 feet in 
height. Presently, it appears that the treataent system will 
be located in a corner of the property. The air stripper 
will most likely be situated behind one of the tall trees 
bordering the property. making it a bit less noticeable from 
the curb. 

COKKZNT: A resident auk~~ if any types of siqns would be 
placed on the property and if EPA provides for guards or 
security. 

RZSPONSZ: Siqns which inform the public of the presence of a 
Superfund site and the na~e of the site are. commonly placed 
on the site during re=edial action. EPA recognizes that the 
co~unity is sensitive over having a Superfund site in this 
very residential area. EPA is willinq to discuss the use of 
siqns with the community. one approach would be to install 
warning an "no trespassing" siqns only. 

COMMZNT: A resident asked where EPA would be sending the 
excavated soils and sludges fro~ the treatment system and why 
it would be acceptable to place contaminated material in 
another location. 

RZSPONSE: Any excavated soils, sediments, or sludges 
resulting froa the treat~ent system will be transported off
site to an EPA-permitted facility. This facility, or 
landfill, must be in compliance with EPA's Resource 
cons•~·a~!on an-:1 R~:Qvery Act. T~~tse t~cilities are strictly 
·~:._,·: .. :.~,· a.1~ co;,":. .• ~ • .l:d -:c ans~:t. l.L· ... r.~ c..c;.taminants can 
migrate frcm t~e landfills into the surrounding environment. 
Any excavated soils and sludges will first be treated or 
stabilized prior to their disposal in the landfill to ensure 
that conta~inants will not leach cut. The exact location of 
this facility has not been determined as yet. 
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Questions Regarding the Present Status of the Genzale Plating 
Company 

COXKEHT: A resident asked it the Genzale Plating Company is 
currently in operation on the property. 

R2SPOHS2: Yes, the company still operates on the property. 
The leaching pits are no longer usad for discharge of waste 
water. The company now treats their waste water prior to 
discbarge to the municipal sewer system. 

COHMZNT: A resident asked whether the Genzale Plating Company 
could ccntin~e operating on the property during the remedial 
action. 

~SPONS2: The plating co=pany can continue to operate on the 
property as long as their operations do not interfere with 
EPA's actions and they are no longer contributing to the 
conta~ination problea. The cocpany must continue to comply 
with the terms o! their operating license. 

General Superfund Questions 

COMMENT: A resident asked how many ongoing Superfund sites 
are located on Long Island and how many of those represent 
e:erqency _situations. 

RESPONSE: EPA has assessed sites on the National Priorities 
List to deter=ine which sites pose imminent threats that 
•a=rant e:erqency action. _These actions may be tecporary or 
per=anent in natura ar.d can range from relocation of 
residents to prevision of alternative water supplies or 
physical reaoval, treatment, or containment of wastes. These 
actions are taken to reduce imminent danger without delay. 

At present, there are approximately 20 - 25 Superfund sites 
listed on the National Priorities List in Nassau and Suffolk 
Counties. Very few of these sites currently have ongoing 
e=er;•r~'l r~~oval ~~t!~n~. ~ne ramoval acti~, i~ ~~rrently 
" • . . r....:: • ... 1 . r· .... . - . c ~ . . ...a : .... • r: . .. _, r·- ....... ,..."·-·•':1 -tJ , ... , • · -: '·- , .•• ..: .... " • ·.ca ..... ::a.- ........ ,. '-'- •• ._,..- .. .::, ":a- :..w ... 
County, t~ repair a ccllapsed retaining wall at the site. 
Re~oval actions have been completed at other Long Island 
sites such as at the Rowe Industries site located in Sag 
Harbor, Suffolk County (provision of an alternative water 
supply) and at the Clare~ont Polyche~ical site located in Old 
Bethpage, Nassau County and the Circuitron site located in 
Fa~ingdale, Suffolk County (removal of contaminated 
materials stored in drums, tanks, etc.) 
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COHKZHT: A residant asked if EPA bas any policy allowing 
firma in the vicinity of a site to bid on the work baing 
~onducted at the site, in order for"fedaral aonies being 
spent to go back into the community. 

R!SPOHSZ: EPA retains several contractors under its 
Alternative Remedial Contractinq Strataqy ("ARCS") and 
'l'ec:bnical Enforcement Support ( "'l'ES") programs. Both ARCS 
and TES contracts ware competitively bid to ensure equality 
and fairness and several contracting firms were selected into 
each proqram,. providing EPA with a fast method of procuring a 
contractor to repond quickly to a given site situation. EPA 
does not have a set policy to use local contracting firms. 
The u.s. Ar.:Jy Corps of Engineers ("COE") will, at times, 
oversee remedial actions for EPA and will open bids to all 
.interested parties. Local firms may possibly have the 
opportunity to responsd to a bid invitation from the COE or 
through subcontract to • prime EPA· contractor. 

Questions Regarding Enforcement Issues 

COMMENT: A resident asked if EPA has any indication as to 
whether the Company could contribute financially to ·the 
project. 

RESPONSE: Based on the information gathered at this time, the 
potentially responsible party, Genzale Plating, is not 
financially viable to fund a remedial action of this 
magnitude. Initially, the Company expressed an interest in 
conducting the remedial investigation, but determined it was 
impossible upon realizing the scope of the work involved. 
The federal government is in the process of issuinq a notice 
of lien on the property,.which would enable EPA to recover 
conies paid for the property up to the amount expended at the 
Site. 

9 



APPENDIX A 

PUBLIC MEETING AGENDA 

• -

\.....,/-

/ 



. 
I 
I 

.. 

UNITEO STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
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.AAc:.ce ~ .AAVIT'S Plr)IML ~ 
.. ..., YOFIK. 1«W YORK 10271 

AGZlfPA 
Infor=atioD Heetinq 

Genzale Platinq Superfund Site 
PraDkliD Square, Hev York 

We4;es4av, March 13, 1991 
7:00 P.M. 

I. Welce~e & Introduction. Cecilia Echols 
Community Relations 

I!~ Ove:via~ of Superfund 

III. Site History 

IV. Re~e:ial Investi;a~ion. 
Results 

• 

v. Risk Assas~~-n~ 

VT - -.c.~l-!:1:• .. • r .• .,~.~ 
t •••"•--' 4 at 

-"• t.ern3·.;i VE.:~ 

VII. Proposed Alternative 

VIII. Questions and Ans~ers 

IX. Closing 

Coordinator 
U.S. EPA, Reqion 2 

Douqlas Garbarini 
Chief, Eastern New York/ 
C~ribbean Superfund 
Section 

U.S. EPA, Region 2 

Janet c.ppelli 
Re=edial Project Manager 
U.S. EPA, Reqion 2 

Tom Fowler 
Field Work Supervisor 
EBASCO services, Inc. 
(Cor.sulta~t to EPA) 

Marina Sta!anidis 
U.S. EPA, Region 2 

1:·- t ; :> r. ~~ •• : - ~ 
fea~ibiliti Study Leader 
EBASCO Services, Inc. 
(Consulta~t to EPA) 

Janet Cappelli 
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WOBl( PUNS 

P. 1 - 108 

P. 109 - 216 

P. 217 - 360 

• 

• 
GE:f%J .. LE ptA '!'!SG COMfMX . 

APMINISTP~Ttv; RECORD FIL~ 
IlfPtX Of Q0ct,1r.NTS 

Report: Enqineeripc Investigation at Inactive 
HAZI6d;us Waste SiiiS in th• Stott qt Ntv York -
phase 1- prel"ir\ina:v Ipvestiqatiqn, prtpartd by 
Wood~ard-Clyde consultan~s, Inc. Septtmber 30, 
1983. 

Repert: Fipal Work plan fer B!IFS - Genzale 
pla;ina Cc~ccnv Si;e. F~enklin S;ya~e. N.Y., 
prepared by IBASCO, Cc~qber, 1988; 

Repert: Final Field opi6a~iqns plan CFOPl tor 
Bttrs - Gtnzcle Pl=;;~q Ccrpanv Site. Franklin 
Sc¥16'· N.Y., preparec by Esftsco, october, 1588. 

B~PinL Isv;STIGA'!'ION B~pOB!S 

P. 3E1 - 556 RtFO~t: Final Re~e~ial Investiqation Repcrt, 
preparad ty £BASCO, Vclu=e I c! III, Februa~y, 
1991. 

P. 557 - 569 "Rtpe~: Final Re~e:ial Investiqation Report, 
prepared by EBASCO, Volu:e II of III, February, 
1SSl. 

P. 570 - 765 Repert: Final Re~edial Investiqation Report, 
prepared ty E!ASCO, Vclu=e III o! III, February, 
1951. 

[!AS!BILITY S:t~Y 

F~\SIBILITY STUDY R!POBTS 

P. 766 - 968 

LNFORC~n!T 

Repert: Dra!t Final Feasibility Study Report, · 
prepared by EBASCO, Februa=y, 1951. 

AQ~INISTBATIVE QECR;:;s 

P. 969 - 992A Memerand~ of Decisicn - U.S.A. aqainst M. Ganzale 
Pla~inq, Inc., Mic~ael Genzale ana Pasquale 
Gen:ale, Octobe= 13, 1S89 • 
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COP.B!:S£0NQQ!CJ: 

P. 993 - 9SS Letter to ~z. Pas~ale Ganzale, Genzale Plati~q 
Corporation, fro= Mr. Stephan Luftiq, u.s. EPA, 
Ra: Special Notice Latter Pursuant to Section 
122(e) - Genzale Plating Site, Franklin Squar&, 
Ne• York, Dece=ber 31, 1987. 

p~~LIC PABTICIPATION 

C0~1fiTY RttAT!O,S P!l.~S 

P. 996 - 1020 Repcrt: Final ccwaunitv Relations plan Fgr the 
Ger.zale Pl!;inq Site. Town of Frantlin Square. Ne~ 
Xo~k. prepared by £BASCO, November, 1988. 

P. 102l - 1:22 Fact sheet: Ge;.zale plc;ine Site. To-n c: 
He:;;s~ea•L Nass'y Cgur,~v. NX, Nova:ber, 1989. 

P. 1C23 - lC24 P~ess Release: U.S. £?h TO HQLD Pt~~IC 
AVA!Lt!!LITY S!SS!ON ON G!~ZoLE PLaTING CO. 
s:.r;;?,rt1lQ SIT; IN FBA.,-:<!.IN soun-q,;:. HEW YOJt.'. 
P~epa:ec! 1::~:, c.s. EPA, Nove::lber 1.;, ·1S8S. 

P. 1025 - 1030 Le:ter to Honorable Raf=ond J. McGrath, u.s. 

PBo;=cs;:p P!.!.'l 

Ccnqress~a~, fro~ ~~. Willia~ Muszynski, o.s. EP;., 
Re: Re~uest fer in!or=ation, Janua:y· 9, 1989. 

P. 1031 - 10~3 Propcse~ p!an: Gepzale Platina Co;;anv Site, u.s. 
Er~ Re;ion II, February, 1991. 
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